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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this non-experimental, causal-comparative and correlational study was to test 
Knowles’ (1973) adult learning theory, which states adults are self-directed and internally 
motivated.  The study also examined if student achievement was related to student perception of 
the flipped classroom in a general education speech communication course, for college students 
(N = 109) at Florida College (FC; a pseudonym).  The Blended Learning Survey (BLS) was 
administered to participants in the Fall 2017 semester.  An independent samples t-test was 
utilized to determine if a difference existed between the two groups: high and low achievers.  
Bivariate regressions were utilized to determine if there was a significant predictive relationship 
between student perceptions and student achievement in the flipped classroom.  For the t-test, the 
independent variable of student achievement was defined as end-of-course grades, and 
categorized into high (A or B) and low (C or below) achievers.  The dependent variable was 
defined as students’ positive perception of the flipped course, as determined by the BLS.  For the 
regression, the criterion variable was student achievement (end-of-course grades) and the 
predictor variable was student perception, as measured by the BLS.  Results indicate that there is 
no relationship between high and low achievers and their perceptions of the flipped classroom, as 
well as no relationship between student perception and student achievement in the flipped 
classroom.  These findings support empirical evidence that the flipped classroom may not be 
advisable for general education courses.  Implications for practice and recommendations for 
future studies are included in this study. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
The flipped classroom is a relatively new concept in higher education, though it has been 
used primarily in K-12 classrooms (Bergmann & Sams, 2012; Nederveld & Berge, 2015).  This 
dissertation considers how the flipped teaching can be beneficial to adult learners in a general 
education college class.  This first chapter examines the historical, social, and theoretical theories 
behind the flipped classroom, as well as provides more information about how a flipped 
classroom is different from a traditional lecture classroom.  This chapter then defines the 
problem and purpose statement regarding this study of student perception of the partially flipped 
general education course classroom.  In addition, the significance of the study is discussed.  
Finally, the research questions and definitions are stated.  
Background 
 Though the traditional lecture model of teaching is the most widely used in higher 
education today, it is understood to be the least beneficial for students (Aburahma, 2015; Albert 
& Beatty, 2014; King, 1993; Roehl, Reddy, & Shannon, 2013).  Enter the flipped classroom 
concept, a new blended learning model that meets the needs of students by providing 
opportunities for them to engage in learning and take an active role in the learning process 
(Westermann, 2014).  A sharp contrast to the traditional lecture model, which consists of passive 
learning and leads to negative student perception of the lesson (King, 1993), the flipped method 
uses active learning tools to engage students (Bergman & Sams, 2012).  Recent studies suggest a 
more active and engaging learning environment results in higher course success (Nouri, 2016; 
Westermann, 2014) and the limited number of studies that exist in higher education have shown 
positive results using the flipped method (Beatty & Albert, 2016; Jenkins, 2015).  In a pivotal 
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study on learning, Wang, Haertel, and Walberg (1997) confirmed that teaching methods have a 
significant impact on student outcomes, so understanding student perception of the flipped 
classroom and its relationship to student achievement may help determine if the flipped method 
could be a valuable teaching tool for higher education. 
The present study focuses on how student perceptions of the flipped classroom relate to 
student achievement in a general education college course.  Studies have shown that a positive 
classroom experience leads to greater course success and improved student achievement, such as 
grades and heightened learning (Beatty & Albert, 2016; Blair, Maharaj, & Primus, 2016).  With 
their research, Awang et al. (2013) confirmed that students who enjoy their course have higher 
learning outcomes.  They recommended that teachers build rapport and encourage students to 
actively participate to increase student success.  Nwosis, Ferreira, Rosenberg, and Walsh (2016) 
discovered positive results in their study with partially flipping a classroom.  In their research, 
they observed that the number of low grades (D or F) and withdrawals decreased with the partial 
addition of flipped lessons.  The students in their course preferred this method and felt that it 
helped them succeed (Nwosis et al., 2016).  Furthermore, Chen, Wang, Kinshuk, and Chen 
(2014) used a rigorous form of the flipped classroom, called the FLIPPED model, and discovered 
that the students were more satisfied with the course, attendance increased, and the students 
made more of an effort to study.  Chen and colleagues felt that the flipped method of teaching is 
best saved for higher education because of the amount of self-discipline needed by the student, a 
concept that may need to be taught for the flipped classroom to be successful.   
Historical Background 
Higher education in the 21st century is extremely different than it was just a generation 
ago.  One of these differences can be attributed to the number of students having access to 
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education.  It is estimated that higher education enrollment increased from 4 million to 20 
million students between 1960 and 2009 (Baum, Kurose, & McPherson, 2013).  This rise is 
credited to an increase in the number of groups entering college that did not previously have 
access, such as female, disadvantaged, and older students.  Federal and state governments 
encouraged growth in the student population by aiding those wishing to enter college by means 
of grants and loans (Baum, Kurose, & McPherson, 2013).  However, despite this influx in higher 
education, many students are ill-prepared.  The gap between the high school and college 
classroom is known by some as “The Great Divide” (Springer, Wilson, & Dole, 2014, p. 299).  
Despite receiving passing grades in high school, many of today’s students are not prepared for 
the rigor needed to succeed in college, triggering educators to question if alternative teaching 
styles can help students succeed.  
Another factor that has contributed to this change in higher education is the use of 
technology in the classroom, as more instructors are varying teaching methods to include it in 
their lessons (Sahin, Cavlazoglu, & Zeytuncu, 2015).  Students entering college today have never 
known a world without technology and prefer more interaction in the classroom as opposed to 
lecture-style teaching (Phillips & Trainor, 2014).  Unfortunately, many professors in higher 
education still do not use technology in the classroom to its full potential and primarily teach 
using traditional methods, which include lecture and rote memorization (LoPresto & Slater, 
2016; Roehl et al., 2013).  Learning in this environment is passive and students do not interact 
with the teacher or other students during the lesson (King, 1993).  This method of learning is 
antiquated, thus new methods have been gaining popularity.  New research calls for more active 
learning that focuses on meeting the needs of students (Hamdan, McKnight, McKnight, & 
Arfstorm, 2014; Roehl et al., 2013).  The flipped classroom is one such method that uses active 
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learning strategies to thwart potential passive learning.  Active learning, which requires students 
to engage and take part in their learning outcomes, has been proven to increase student outcome 
success (Hamdan et al., 2014; Michael, 2006).  Such learning cannot be achieved with the 
traditional model and requires a transformation in teaching. 
Social Change 
The idea of flipping the classroom gained popularity in 2007 when Bergmann & Sams 
(2012), two chemistry teachers, began posting their lectures on the Internet.  These teachers were 
trying to meet the needs of students who were unable to come to class due to extracurricular 
activities and illness.  Posting the lectures online provided an opportunity for students who 
missed class to still learn the lesson and allowed students who were present in class to review 
any concepts they did not understand (Bergmann & Sams).  Bergmann and Sams observed their 
students needed more help on applying knowledge than they did on understanding the lecture.  
The result was the development of the flipped classroom, where the traditional model of 
education is “flipped” and can be described as blended learning, reverse teaching, or an inverted 
classroom (Bergmann & Sams; Nwosis et al., 2016).  In the flipped classroom, students learn the 
lesson through videos and other media outside of class and then class time is used to work on 
what was traditionally known as homework (assigned problems) (Chen et al., 2014; Nwosis et 
al., 2016).  
As an alternative to the traditional classroom, the flipped classroom focuses on outcome-
based learning and relating lessons to the real world.  Students in the flipped class are 
encouraged to participate and engage in learning (Beatty & Albert, 2016; Herreid & Schiller, 
2013).  As the student’s role changes in the classroom, so does the educator’s (King, 1993; 
Phillips & Trainor, 2014).  In traditional education, teachers were content experts and lectured on 
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their specialty (Bergmann & Sams, 2012; King, 1993).  In the flipped classroom, teachers take 
on the role of facilitator and spend time interacting individually with students (Phillips & 
Trainor, 2014).  The lecture is no longer the center of the classroom; instead the student becomes 
the focus of the lesson, creating student-centered learning as opposed to teacher-centered 
instruction (Hamdan et al., 2014).  Student-centered learning empowers students to feel 
important and that their opinion matters.  This method of teaching thus engages and motivates 
students and gives them the drive to achieve their learning goals (Christensen, Horn, & Johnson, 
2011).  
Theoretical Framework 
The traditional (lecture) model is mostly used in higher-level classes, such as in higher 
education, where lecture is the most common form of direct instruction (Roehl et al., 2013).  Up 
until the 1970s, pedagogy (teaching children) was the most researched and understood method of 
teaching.  Malcom Knowles was the first to popularize the idea that adults (people older than 18 
years of age) learn differently than children, making andragogy more common (Peterson & Ray, 
2013).  In the fundamental work on andragogy, Knowles (1973) first proposed that there were 
four basic assumptions about how adult learners differed from children.  In later years, two 
additional assumptions of adult learners were added to adult learning theory, resulting in the 
following: (1) need to know, (2) learner’s self-concept, (3) role of experience, (4) readiness to 
learn, (5) orientation to learning, and (6) motivation (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005).  
Andragogy differs predominantly from pedagogy in that the focus is on student-centered learning 
as opposed to teacher-centered instruction (Knowles et al., 2005).  Incorporating these new ideas 
about learning, educators have slowly started to make changes in higher education that have had 
a positive impact on student success (Jenkins, 2015; Nouri, 2016).  Even pedagogical teachers 
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have said their teaching was more effective when they implemented some of Knowles’ 
assumptions (Knowles et al., 2005). 
While Knowles was the first to specifically address adult learners, previous theorists had 
similar thoughts about learning.  Early theorists, such as Rousseau and Pestalozzi, shared an idea 
about learning that focused on the student being the center of the classroom (Gutek, 2011).  They 
believed that for learning to occur, the student had to think critically about a subject instead of 
being given the answer.  Furthermore, John Dewey was a firm believer that education should be 
adaptable to meet the needs of a changing society (Dewey, 1938).  When traditional methods of 
teaching are used, despite research against them, educators are not meeting the needs of a 
changing society.  To meet those needs, educators must disrupt the classroom and utilize new 
and more modern ways of teaching students (Christensen et al., 2011).  Thinking outside of 
traditional education methodology and researching new methods of teaching may help educators 
move toward a more effective paradigm. 
Problem Statement 
This study examined how student perceptions of a partially flipped classroom are related 
to student achievement in a general education course.  Most higher education classrooms today 
use traditional passive style lecture that does not encourage engagement in the lesson (King, 
1993; Roehl et al., 2013).  Passive lecture hinders deeper understanding of concepts; thus, 
emerging research conflicts with this method and instead supports the use of active learning 
techniques (Aburahma, 2015; Prince, 2004).   Unlike passive learning, active learning increases 
retention of material and improves student success while focusing on meeting the needs of the 
learner (Freeman et al., 2015; Michael, 2006).  In response to these needs, the flipped classroom 
uses active learning techniques to engage students.  While there is an increasing amount of 
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evidence to support the flipped classroom’s use in higher education, it is still a relatively new 
method of teaching and more empirical research needs to be done to better understand if this 
method works in a variety of classrooms (Beatty & Albert, 2016; Phillips & Trainor, 2014).  
Student perception is important because students who have a positive perception of a course tend 
to perform better and have a continued interest in the topic (Davies, Dean, & Ball, 2013), 
important in general education courses since they tend to have lower success rates because 
students are not as invested as they are with courses within their major (Strayer, 2012).  
Improving student satisfaction is vital, as studies show there is a strong correlation 
between perception and student achievement (Struyven, Dochy, & Janssens, 2005).  However, 
empirical data on student perception of the flipped classroom has shown varying results.  Several 
studies on the flipped classroom have displayed an increase in student achievement but a low 
student perception of the flipped method itself (Missildine, Fountain, Summers, & Gosselin, 
2013; Van Sickle, 2016).  Students in a study by Van Sickle (2016) reported lower overall course 
satisfaction of the flipped method but had higher achievement compared to a traditionally taught 
class.  Contrary to Van Sickle, Jenkins (2015) found positive student perceptions and an increase 
in student achievement when teaching a comparable introductory course using the flipped 
method.  These mixed results indicate that more research needs to be completed to develop a 
better understanding of student perceptions of the flipped method.   
Hamdan, McKnight, McKnight, and Arfstorm (2014) acknowledged that the flipped 
classroom can be adapted to a variety of classrooms, as it provides students more opportunities to 
become actively engaged in the lesson and is more focused on student-centered learning.  When 
students are actively engaged in learning, their perception of the course and their outcomes 
increase (Awang et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2014; Westermann, 2014).  The flipped classroom 
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could potentially be a method that improves active learning and engage students in the lesson 
while improving student achievement and satisfaction (Bishop & Verleger, 2013; Gross, 
Marinari, Hoffman, DeSimone, & Burke, 2015).  Due to the numerous potential benefits for 
utilizing the flipped classroom, additional research is required to determine applicability in 
higher education and specifically in general education courses.  The problem in higher education 
today is the lack of research on the impact of passive learning strategies, such as lecture, on the 
level of student engagement in the post-secondary classroom, though studies have shown passive 
learning has a negative effect on student learning and student achievement (Roehl et al., 2013).  
Purpose Statement  
The purpose of this quantitative causal-comparative and correlational study was to 
investigate if there was a relationship between student perceptions of the flipped classroom and 
student achievement in a higher education environment.  The study also examined if students 
were self-directed and internally motivated according to Knowles’ (1973).  These characteristics 
are developed as the learning matures (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005), such aspects of 
learning are essential if the flipped method is to be successful in higher education.  The study 
surveyed student perceptions of a partially flipped classroom.  The dependent and predictor 
variables for this study were student perceptions of the flipped classroom, as measured by sub-
scales of the Blended Learning Survey (Owston, York, & Murtha, 2013).  Student perception is 
defined as students’ personal views on learning (Beatty & Albert, 2016).  Although the subject is 
heavily debated, students are typically considered to be valid and reliable reporters when 
evaluating their own learning (Gravestock & Gregor-Greenleaf, 2008), and evaluating student 
preference in previous research on flipped learning is widely accepted (Beatty & Albert, 2016; 
Jenkins, 2015; Nouri, 2016; Owston et al., 2013).  The independent variable was the students’ 
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end-of-course grades.  The independent variable was divided in to two categories: high (A or B 
grades) and low (C or below grades) achievers.  The criterion variable was the students’ end-of-
course grades (0-100), which is a compilation of the total assignment grades (Camiel et al., 
2016).  Grades were collected by the professor after the semester was finished.  The students 
surveyed were freshmen and sophomores enrolled in a general education speech course to fulfill 
the college’s requirements for graduation.  All students enrolled in Professor Zed’s (pseudonym) 
course who were over the age of 18 were asked to voluntarily participate.  Students were not 
penalized if they chose not to participate in the study. 
Significance of the Study 
The main purpose of this study was to determine if the flipped classroom could improve 
learning in higher education.  Most students who attend higher education institutes are adult 
learners, over the age of 18 (Knowles et al., 2006).  Per Knowles’ (1973) adult learning theory, 
adult learners have different learning needs than children.  The study sought to discover if the 
flipped classroom can meet the unique needs of the adult learner better than the traditional 
classroom by creating an active and engaging environment.  Student perceptions were observed 
because studies show that students who enjoy a class tend to perform better than those who do 
not and are more likely to continue taking courses in the subject (Awang et al., 2013).  In 
addition, the flipped classroom has had encouraging outcomes with the adult population, as 
student perception of the flipped classroom has frequently shown positive results in higher 
education.  Nouri (2016) studied student perception of the flipped course and found that students 
had a very positive view toward flipped learning and enjoyed the teaching method.  The adult 
students studied also reported an increase in motivation, engagement, and learning using the 
flipped method.  Additionally, adult students in a study conducted by Gilboy, Heinerichs, and 
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Pazzaglia (2014) felt they were more connected with the teacher and learned the material more 
effectively than in a traditional classroom.  These results indicate that the flipped method should 
continue to be explored to further support these findings.  
Furthermore, this study aimed to increase empirical research on the connection between 
student perception of the flipped classroom and student achievement.  There are limited studies 
that connect perception of the flipped classroom to achievement, but the few that exist tend to 
show positive results.  Davies, Dean, and Ball (2013) discovered that students in the flipped class 
were more satisfied with the course and experienced higher academic gains compared with other 
forms of learning.  The researchers believed that the flipped method was more effective and 
allowed the students the ability to pace themselves.  In a similar study by Talley and Scherer 
(2013), students demonstrated large achievement gains while learning under the flipped method 
approach as well as felt they increased learning and could recall information better than in a 
traditional classroom.  Considering these results, it is essential to conduct more research to 
determine the capability of the flipped classroom to improve student achievement.  
Finally, this study examined if the empirical findings that the flipped classroom is 
beneficial for general education courses can be supported.  Some researchers believe that 
students in general education courses may not have the skills and interest required by the flipped 
classroom (Hamdan et al., 2014; Strayer, 2012).  Davies et al. (2013) contradicted this view and 
found that students who take general education courses have a wide range of experience in the 
course, making a flipped classroom more adaptable to meeting the needs of students.  If students 
have a positive experience and an increase in student achievement, then the flipped method 
should be considered for more general education courses.  The researcher aimed to lessen this 
gap in research and determine if the flipped classroom was beneficial to college general 
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education courses.  This study could appeal to higher education institutions by demonstrating a 
greater range of courses that can adapt the flipped method, in particular, general education 
courses.   
Research Questions 
RQ1: Is there a significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-
scale of overall perception of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech education course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) achieving 
students, as measured by end-of-course grades? 
RQ2: Is there a significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions, as 
measured by the sub-scales of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech education course based on end-of-course grades? 
Definitions 
1. Adult - A person over the age of 18 (Knowles et al., 2005) 
2. Active learning – When students engage in their learning and are encouraged to 
reflect on ideas they have learned (Michael. 2006)  
3. Andragogy – The study of how adults learn (Knowles, 1973) 
4. Flipped Classroom – A teaching method in which students learn the material outside 
of class through a technology medium and class time is used for working on assigned 
problems and collaborative activities (Chen et al., 2014; Nwosis et al., 2016)  
5. Passive learning – Teachers convey knowledge as opposed to engaging students in 
learning (Love, Hodge, Grandgenett, & Swift, 2014) 
6. Pedagogy – The study of how children learn (Knowles et al., 2005) 
    
 
 
24 
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview 
The flipped classroom has potential to be a valuable teaching method in higher education, 
as it supports adult learning theory (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005), which states that 
adults are self-directed, self-motivated, and active learners (Betihavas, Bridgman, Kornhaber, & 
Cross, 2016).  The flipped classroom provides more opportunities for students who are internally 
motivated to take control of their learning outcomes, creating self-directed learners (Kang, 
2015).  Currently, there is a great deal of research supporting the success of the flipped method 
in K-12 classrooms, but research is lacking in higher education (Beatty & Albert, 2016; Bishop 
& Verlger, 2013; O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015).  The following chapter provides a theoretical 
framework for a study intended to lessen this gap in research, followed by a literature review 
about the flipped classroom.  This chapter will highlight the advantages of the flipped classroom 
in higher education as well as determine whether there is an association between student 
perception and student achievement.  The first section will discuss the theoretical framework and 
will propose a connection between Knowles’ adult learning theory (Knowles et al., 2005) and the 
flipped classroom by way of active learning.  The literature review will examine previous 
research on the flipped classroom and evaluate the benefits and downfalls of flipped learning, as 
well as evaluate the components of the flipped classroom.   
Theoretical Framework 
The process of education is a synthesis of teaching methods combined with student 
learning.  The goal of the classroom should be focused on what students can learn as opposed to 
how well the teacher can teach (Correa, 2015).  To excel at teaching and to meet the needs of a 
changing society, educators must consider the best way to reach the current generation of 
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students who have different learning needs than past generations.  Higher education institutes 
have known for decades that adult learners need varied instruction (Betihavas et al., 2015; 
Castillo, 2013).  Before the 1970s, learning was defined as a change in behavior and was 
consequently independent of the learner and their previous experiences (Carpenter-Aeby & 
Aeby, 2013).  Challenging this theory, Malcolm Knowles (1973) postulated that adults learn 
differently than children, popularizing the already-coined term andragogy.  Previously, adults 
were taught using the same methods as younger students, known as pedagogy (Castillo, 2013).  
Despite some criticism of Knowles’ work, it is now commonly accepted that children and adults 
acquire knowledge differently and therefore need to be taught using differentiated techniques 
(Knowles et al., 2005).  
Adult Learning Theory 
Knowles’ adult learning theory is based on the principles of andragogy, a set of learning 
principles that apply to adult learners (Knowles et al., 2005).  To better understand the unique 
needs of the adult learner, Knowles et al. established a set of six assumptions about adult 
learners, leading to the development of adult learning theory.  The first assumption is that adults 
need to know why they are learning something before learning can begin (Knowles et al.).  
According to Knowles et al. the educator must present the material in a way that helps adult 
learners understand why they are learning the subject and make the content applicable to all 
learners.  The second assumption is that adults have a different concept of the self than children 
because adults take more responsibility for their decisions, making their learning more self-
directed (Knowles et al.).  Educators play a vital role in helping adult learners transition from the 
dependent learners they were as children to independent learners as adults.  The third assumption 
is that adult learners have more life experiences than younger students (Knowles et al.). Adults 
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bring these life experiences into the classroom, which can either help or hinder learning.  The 
instructor should use students’ experiences to bring diversity into the classroom and encourage 
students to use their knowledge to teach one another.  The fourth assumption is that the adult 
learner has an increased readiness to learn (Knowles et al.).  Children are developmentally 
unable to understand concepts because they have yet to experience life, whereas adults are 
capable of learning more complex concepts if these concepts are applied directly to their real-life 
circumstances (Samaroo, Cooper, & Green, 2013).  If the adult has not developed the appropriate 
readiness, the educator can use simulations, models, and other techniques to achieve success 
(Knowles et al.).  The fifth assumption postulates that adult learners have a different orientation 
to learning than younger students.  Adults are motivated to learn if it helps them improve their 
situation in life by advancing their career or by bringing self-fulfillment.  The final assumption 
about adult learners is that they are internally motivated to learn.  Adults exhibit increased 
motivation, primarily due to a desire to improve job satisfaction and quality of life, whereas 
children learn because they are required to do so (Knowles, 2005). 
These six assumptions have been adapted throughout the years, most recently by 
Fornaciari and Lund Dean (2014) who interpret them as follows:  
Theoretically, andragogy accepts six general principles: adults need to know the “why” 
of learning; adults learn through trial-and-error experience; adults should own their own 
decisions about learning; adults prefer learning which is immediately relevant to their 
lives; adults learn better from problem-based than content-based environments; and 
adults learn better with intrinsic versus extrinsic motivators. (p. 702) 
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Pedagogy vs. Andragogy 
As mentioned previously, adult learners differ greatly from younger learners, therefore 
changing the learning environment.  The term pedagogy refers to the art of teaching children, 
whereas andragogy refers to teaching adults (Fornaciari & Lund Dean, 2014).  Andragogy states 
that the learner’s idea of self-concept demands a major change, as opposed to changing through 
forced learning (Knowles et al., 2005).  A child has a dependent nature and needs more guidance 
in learning (Samaroo et al., 2013).  In this instance, the teacher takes on the role of the authority 
figure.  Due to the adult’s mature self-concept, adult learning should be more self-directed so the 
teacher plays more of a facilitator role (Knowles et al., 2005).  In such cases, the relationship 
between the educator and the adult learner is one of respect and collaboration, as opposed to 
authority.  Likewise, there is also dissimilarity in the readiness to learn between adult and young 
learners.  Children depend on a teacher who can diagnose their learning needs to determine their 
readiness to learn, while adults are better able to self-diagnose their own leaning needs 
(Carpenter-Aeby & Aeby, 2013).   
These distinctions in learning can be attributed to cognitive development.  To support 
Knowles’ theory of adult learning, Hagen and Park (2016) found a link between andragogical 
instructional practices and how these practices impact cognition and learning.  The researchers 
connected the assumptions of adult learners to neural networks related to memory and cognition.  
For example, the concept of self, influenced by individual experience, is attached to the right 
fronto-temporal region of the brain, which is not developed until adulthood (Hagen & Park).  
Life experiences are scaffolded (or built upon) with new information, allowing faster recall of 
information and therefore longer retention.  Their research supports the claim that adults learn 
differently than children because their brains are developmentally different (Hagen & Park). 
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Another one of Knowles’ assumptions about adult learning that has had a profound effect 
on the classroom is the role of experience.  Adults have a variety of life experiences that younger 
students lack (Garwood, 2015).  According to Hagen and Park (2016), experience combined with 
instruction provides opportunities for adult learners to reflect on their learning.  Adults’ life 
experiences are underutilized if the primary method of learning is lecture, which only uses 
passive learning techniques.  Allowing adults to share their knowledge and experience enhances 
the learning environment for all students present in class.  Leigh, Whitted, and Hamilton (2015) 
studied the impact of past experiences on students who returned to school to obtain a higher 
degree in nursing.  Participants in the study had all previously worked as nurses, bringing with 
them past experiences that were beneficial to themselves and the class.  The researchers used 
andragogical teaching methods to improve the learning experience by showing respect for the 
adult students and encouraging them to share their past experiences during class.  The students in 
the study improved their course outcomes and had high ratings of course satisfaction (Leigh, 
Whitted, & Hamilton).  This is one example of the ways that changes to teaching methods should 
differ when teaching adults in higher education.  
Learning in Adults 
Tainsh contended through research that “the adult learner is most successful in a 
welcoming, collaborative, respectful, transparent, and challenging learning environment with 
clear expectations” (2016, p. 9).  The learning environment is an important factor in helping the 
students achieve their learning goals.  Lecture alone cannot meet the needs of the adult learner 
(Correa, 2015).  Adult learning theory supports learning techniques that use problem-based and 
collaborative learning activities to engage the learner (Knowles et al., 2005).  Higher education 
instructors should vary their techniques to motivate and engage learners and to meet the diverse 
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needs of the adult learner.  Robb (2013) asserted that students today are of a generation that 
prefers the use of technology, not typically employed in a formal lecture.  The flipped classroom 
meets these preferences by using technology to aid learning, moving the lecture outside of the 
classroom, and using active learning techniques during class time.  Additionally, active learning 
has been shown to improve learning outcomes (Prince, 2004).  Active learning has gained 
widespread popularity in K-12 education, but it also has the potential to help adults gain a deeper 
understanding of the content (Nguyen, Miranda, Lapum, & Donald, 2016).  
According to the theory of adult learning, the curriculum for adults needs to be 
thoughtfully planned to provide a more meaningful learning experience. Knowles et al. (2005) 
suggested a learning process that includes (a) preparing the learner (b) a mutually respectful 
climate, (c) mutual planning by students and educators, (d) mutual assessment of needs, (e) 
mutual negotiation of learning objectives, (f) learning plans that involve learning contracts and 
projects, (g) learning inquiry and independent study projects, and (h) evaluation through 
evidence.  To test this process of adult learning, Carpenter-Aeby and Aeby (2013) had students 
and instructors collaborate to develop a classroom learning climate that met the unique needs of 
the students, instructional strategies that tailored teaching to the adult learner, and learning 
activities centered on adult learning theory.  As Knowles et al. (2005) advocated, students in this 
learning environment were treated with respect and their opinion and experiences were valued.  
The students who participated in the study showed an increase in self-directedness, which was 
attributed to collaboration with peers and instructors.  The researchers concluded that 
participation, investment, and collaboration are key factors in learning success in adults 
(Carpenter-Aeby & Aeby, 2013).  
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Additionally, while some adult learners excel as autonomous learners, others may need 
guidance to develop these skills (Knowles et al., 2005).  Providing opportunities for learners to 
develop self-directed learning techniques can be beneficial to adult learners because it 
encourages them to become independent learners.  To analyze this theory, Ranvar (2015) 
evaluated the relationship between self-directed learning and its effect on performance, 
assessment, motivation, and engagement.  Ranvar concluded that students who were more self-
directed had a higher readiness to learn, resulting in a positive relation to student achievement.  
Self-directed learning is an important component for adult learners, but many are not taught how 
to develop such learning habits in K-12 education.  Grover, Miller, Swearingen, and Wood 
(2014) surveyed 400 English-language learners and discovered that many of the students were 
unaware of self-directed learning strategies, indicating students may need assistance to become 
more cognizant of such strategies.  Active learning techniques, such as those found in the flipped 
classroom, assist students in developing self-directed learning techniques to enable students to 
become more autonomous learners.  
Active Learning vs. Passive Learning 
 Taking an active role in learning enables the student to gain a better understanding of the 
material and increase retention, allowing the student to use the material outside of the classroom 
(Shattuck, 2016).  For students to become actively engaged in learning, the teacher must create 
an environment that encourages students to participate during class.  This type of environment is 
not possible in a traditional lecture classroom (Lage, Platt, & Treglia, 2000).  To create an active 
classroom, teachers must deviate from merely teaching as their predecessors did through use of 
didactic lecture, a method used since the Renaissance to teach the masses before books were 
readily available (Mazur, 2009).  The traditional lecture is considered a passive learning 
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environment because students are not encouraged to think critically on the subject being taught 
(Ghilay & Ghilay, 2015).  Instead, students in the traditional classroom are required to sit 
passively and take notes while the teacher, or “sage on the stage,” conveys his or her knowledge 
about the subject (King, 1993, p. 30).  This teaching method has long since become outdated as 
teachers come to recognize that active learning is more beneficial to the student (Shattuck, 2016).   
Studies continue to show that there are many benefits to changing from a passive to an 
active classroom.  One such benefit is students becoming engaged in the classroom and therefore 
taking a more active role in their learning outcomes (Ghilay & Ghilay, 2015).  As a result, 
students show improved grades, better retention of course material, and more confidence with 
the subject (Shattuck, 2016).  A study by Chen, Wang, Kinshuk, and Chen (2014) revealed the 
outcomes of creating a more active learning environment in a traditional classroom.  The 
researchers did not completely remove the traditional lecture methods, but instead incorporated a 
few collaborative learning activities to the lessons.  As a result, student satisfaction in the course 
improved, more students started coming to class, and many students made more of an effort to 
study outside of class time.  The researchers observed that some students had “residual passive 
learning habits” that created a barrier to fully evolving to active learning (Chen et al., 2014, p. 
26).  
However, passive learning environments still inundate higher education.  In a study 
conducted by Higher Education Research Institute, 50% of professors still use extensive 
lecturing methods despite research against it (Eagan et al., 2014).  Lecture does appeal to a select 
group of students; however, it does not meet the diverse needs of an entire class (Love, Hodge, 
Grandgenett, & Swift, 2014).  The key is to understand the students and make adjustments based 
on their needs.  The flipped classroom provides such an opportunity.  
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The flipped classroom is only successful when active learning strategies are used 
properly.  Michael (2006) defined active learning as a process of students engaging in an activity 
that requires them to reflect on ideas and how they are using those ideas.  Many empirical 
research studies have been conducted supporting the use of active learning in the classroom 
(Prince, 2004; Tsang & Harris, 2016).  One of the fundamental reviews of active learning 
research was conducted by Prince (2004), who advocated that active learning techniques are 
effective in enhancing students’ recall of information and that students take more interest in 
improving their learning outcomes.  In addition to students taking an interest in their learning 
outcomes, active learning has also lead to improvement in learning outcomes, measured through 
course grades.  In a meta-analysis conducted by Freeman et al. (2014), it was revealed that 
students are 1.5 times more likely to fail in a traditional classroom compared to a classroom that 
uses active learning.  Freeman et al. also found that exam scores improved by six percent when 
using active learning strategies compared to lecture-based learning.  The results of this study 
have led to an upsurge in support for flipped learning.  
Related Literature   
Flipped Classroom 
The idea of “flipping” a classroom is not a new concept (Butt, 2014; Tucker, 2012).   
As early as the 19th century, the model was being used at US Military Academy (West Point) by 
General Thayer, the president of the school at the time, and was known as the Thayer method.  
Students were responsible for learning core content prior to coming to class (Gross, Marinari, 
Hoffman, DeSimone, & Burke, 2015).  A similar method, known as the flipped classroom, was 
popularized in K-12 education by two chemistry teachers, Bergmann and Sams (2012).  To 
determine if this type of teaching method is effective, there has been a rise in empirical studies 
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testing its effectiveness in higher education.  Researchers believe this style of learning creates a 
generation of students who are active and creative thinkers (Roach, 2014).  Supporters of the 
flipped classroom claim that this method of teaching engages learners through active learning 
techniques, thus improving student perception of the course and associated student outcomes 
(Davies, Dean, & Ball, 2013; Talley & Scherer, 2013).  Critics argue that this type of instruction 
is not suitable to all subjects, especially introductory courses (O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015) and is 
not ideal for all student learning preferences (Herreid & Schiller, 2013).  However, some believe 
these opposing views may be due to lack of a consistent definition (Margulieux, McCracken, & 
Catrambone, 2016). 
The flipped classroom has also been referred to as inverted, blended, or reverse 
instruction (Bergman & Sams, 2012).  Providing an exact definition of the flipped classroom is a 
difficult task, as each teacher adapts the model differently, creating misunderstandings of the 
meaning of the term (Kang, 2015).  The general idea is that the content (what is traditionally 
taught through lecture) is learned outside of class, and class time is used for what was previously 
considered homework (Chen, Wang, Kinshuk, & Chen, 2014).  To reach the ultimate objective 
of helping students develop self-directed learning habits, the flipped classroom focuses on 
providing students quality time with the instructor when they need it most: in the application of 
concepts.  In the flipped classroom, students are the “agents of their own learning” instead of the 
“object of instruction,” thus encouraging students to think for themselves and take ownership of 
learning (Hamdan, McKnight, McKnight, & Arfstrom, 2014, p. 4).  Another benefit of the 
flipped classroom is that instructors can monitor learning and clarify misconceptions.  The 
instructor focuses class time on ensuring learners maximize their retention of core concepts 
through review and practice (Nederveld & Berg, 2015).  Creating such a learning environment is 
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a challenging task.  For instructors to successfully execute the flipped classroom, Hamden et al. 
(2014) argued they should focus on the four pillars of flipped learning.  
Hamden et al. (2014) outlined four pillars of flipped learning, using FLIP as an acronym, 
which they believe to be the key in successfully flipping a class: flexible learning environment 
(F), shift in learning culture (L), intentional content (I), and professional educators (P).  A 
flexible learning environment is one that can adapt to the learning goal for the day, where 
educators adjust the course timeline to fit student learning needs.  To create a flexible learning 
environment, teachers may want to rearrange the chairs to create a more relaxed atmosphere.  
Additionally, a shift in the learning culture moves away from the teacher as the center of the 
lesson, focusing instead on meeting the individual needs of the students (Chen et al., 2014), 
partly by creating thoughtful lessons.  Educators must create intentional content that ensures 
students are gaining conceptual understanding of course topics, as opposed to merely 
memorizing facts (Hamdan et al., 2014).  By replacing lecture with active learning, the instructor 
can verify the students are learning concepts by working with them during class and encouraging 
participation; this cannot be accomplished by unqualified instructors.  Instructors in the flipped 
method must be highly professional in order to meet the diverse needs of students and to give 
real-time answers to problems the students may have with their assignments (Chen et al., 2014; 
Hamdan et al., 2014).  
The flipped classroom gained popularity in K-12 classrooms (Bergmann & Sams, 2012) 
but more research is showing its value in higher education.  One reason for this is because the 
flipped classroom works well with older learners, as it allows them to have more responsibility in 
their learning outcomes, thus appealing to autonomous learners (Correa, 2015).  By flipping the 
classroom, students can work independently and at their own pace outside of the classroom to 
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gain understanding of course concepts (Vaughan, 2014).  Therefore, class time can be used to 
enhance learning that has already occurred, as opposed to lecturing on new concepts (Doman & 
Webb, 2017).  Flipped classes also coincide with adult learning theory because of the adult 
learner’s readiness to learn (Knowles et al., 2005).  In most cases, adults are making a choice to 
attend college, so they are typically more internally motivated to learn.  The flipped classroom 
allows adults to question their learning and engage with their professor to deepen their 
understanding of a topic (Leigh et al., 2015). 
Another benefit to flipped classrooms is the ability to provide innovative teaching 
techniques.  As classroom dynamics and student learning have changed over the course of time, 
teaching methods need to change alongside them.  Current research points to encouraging the 
adaptation of flipped classes in higher education.  The primary benefit is that this teaching 
method provides instructional resources outside the classroom, allowing class time to be used for 
instructional activities that encourage active participation in the lesson (Enfield, 2013).  In 
addition, active learning has been shown to increase learning and comprehension when used to 
convey educational material (Michael, 2006; Prince, 2004).  By using active learning in lieu of 
lecture, the flipped classroom can provide students with a more collaborative learning 
environment where they can work with their peers and get support from their teachers (Findlay-
Thompson & Mombourquette, 2014; Roehl, Reddy, & Shannon, 2013).   
Benefits of Flipped Learning.  In an effort to promote student learning, teachers often 
have to be diligent and intentional in their means of instruction and presentation.  Studies show 
that alternatives to lecture, such as the flipped classroom, lead to increased learning and 
improved learning outcomes that far outweigh traditional teaching methods alone (Goffe & 
Kauner, 2014).  One of the reasons learning is increased is because the flipped classroom covers 
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more material (Mason, Shuman, & Cook, 2013).  Core concepts are learned outside of class at 
the students’ own pace, thus allowing more opportunity to dedicate class time to employing 
higher order thinking skills with the help of the instructor (Geist, Larimore, Rawiszer, & Al 
Sager, 2015).  When students work with the teacher on difficult concepts, they further improve 
their understanding of core concepts and improve student achievement (Kim, Kim, Khera, & 
Getman, 2014).   
Educators who have adapted their lessons to incorporate flipped learning have seen an 
array of improvements.  Chen et al. (2014) used the flipped classroom and had success; 
attendance and study habits improved and student satisfaction in the course increased.  In a 
related study, McLaughlin et al. (2014) used the flipped classroom with first-year pharmacy 
students.  Like Chen et al., there was an increase in attendance and student learning, as well as an 
increase in how positively students perceived the flipped model of learning.  The researchers 
proposed that students in the study may have been able to adapt more easily to the flipped 
method because it was introduced early in their program.  In support of this theory, Mason, 
Shuman, and Cook (2013) found that students who are taught the flipped method early in their 
program adapt quickly and enjoy the method more than traditional lectures.  The research 
suggested that once this method is implemented in more programs, students may be able to 
adjust more easily to a new learning method.  
Empirical research continues to point to encouraging the use of the flipped classroom due 
to the benefits discovered from using this method.  Some of those benefits are increased 
engagement during class (Clark, 2015; Gross et al., 2015; Vaughan, 2014), increased motivation 
(Davies et al., 2013), improved student satisfaction (Clark, 2015; Gross et al., 2015), and 
improved student achievement (Bethivas et al., 2015; Davies et al., 2013; Missildine, Fountain, 
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Summers, & Gosselin, 2013).  While these benefits appear to improve the classroom 
environment, the principal reason for altering teaching methodology should be drastic 
improvement, especially regarding student achievement.  If student achievement is improved, 
then the flipped method should be considered as a replacement for traditional lecture. 
Disadvantages to flipped learning.  Despite all its apparent advantages, there are some 
who believe there are disadvantages to using the flipped classroom.  One such belief is that 
students may not know how to fully appreciate this type of learning (Tsang & Harris, 2016).  The 
flipped classroom requires self-regulation and discipline, attributes that are not taught in the 
traditional classroom (Moffett, 2015).  The traditional classroom relies on memorizing 
information passed down by the instructor.  Students who have difficulty in the flipped 
classroom may not be able to distinguish between rote memorization and actual learning (Tsang 
& Harris, 2016).  It is common for students who are accustomed to learning in passive 
environments in K-12 to be resistant to active learning in higher education, as it is possibly the 
first time they have been required to participate in their learning (Della Ratta, 2015).  Being able 
to fully participate in active learning techniques requires the learner to be mentally present and 
engaged.  The added amount of work needed to become engaged in learning may be a difficult 
adjustment for some students (Herreid & Schiller, 2013).  Students who are more motivated may 
adapt better to this change in the learning environment.  This could potentially cause problems 
with less motivated students who may have difficulty changing their passive learning habits, 
feasibly hindering the flipped process (Chen et al., 2014).   
The availability of technology is a potential disadvantage for flipped classrooms.  For 
one, the video quality may not be adequate to allow students to learn the lesson and they may 
come to class unprepared (Blair, Maharaj, & Primus, 2016).  To overcome this challenge, 
    
 
 
38 
Bergmann and Sams (2012) recommend educators spend time learning how to make videos 
properly and then to ask colleagues to critique the videos.  For example, Bergmann and Sams 
worked together to develop the video curriculum for their joint classes, each making a different 
chapter of the textbook and then critiqued each other’s videos.  Another obstacle to note is the 
lack of availability of technology to disadvantaged students (Blair et al., 2016).  If videos and 
course material are only posted online, students may not have access to a computer or internet at 
home.  A way to circumvent this hurdle is to provide appropriate pre-class homework or multiple 
modality for access.  For example, if videos are the means of learning, students should have the 
multiple media to view the lesson such as a CD, flash drive, an app for their phone, or extra time 
before or after class to use the computers (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  
The flipped classroom could also be problematic for teachers adjusting to this new type 
of teaching since educators who use the flipped classroom must have a complete understanding 
of the course they are teaching.  In the flipped method, students are encouraged to ask questions 
to develop a better understanding of the course material so teachers need to be prepared to 
answer these questions on the spot (Berrett, 2012).  This type of method may not be 
advantageous for teachers who are new to teaching or new to their field.  Additionally, the 
flipped classroom requires a great deal of time to create active learning activities, which could 
pose a possible barrier to implementation (Herreid & Schiller, 2013).  Nonetheless, once the 
initial activities are created, it becomes easier to plan and adjust lessons in the flipped classroom.  
The disadvantages to using the flipped method are outweighed through meeting the needs of 
students by creating an active and flexible learning environment (Simpson & Richards, 2015). 
Flipped vs. traditional instruction.  The traditional model of teaching has not changed 
since before the Industrial Revolution, when schooling was aimed at educating the masses and 
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“standardizing” individuals to equip them for work in factories (Buchanan, Harlan, Bruce, & 
Edwards, 2016, p. 2).  In the traditional teaching model, learning occurs in large groups and is 
teacher-driven (Hamdan et al., 2014), while the flipped teaching method appreciates that students 
learn in their own individual space so the lesson is student-driven (Vaughan, 2014).  In student-
centered classrooms, the emphasis of the lesson revolves around meeting the needs of the 
students and adjusting learning based on those needs.  Customarily, traditional teachers prepare a 
semester’s worth of lessons at the start of the term without considering the ability of students to 
learn the material.  Teachers utilizing the flipped method prepare lessons that are more adaptable 
and capable of corresponding to diverse learning needs (Talley & Scherer, 2013).  If students in 
the flipped model take longer to comprehend a concept, then the teacher spends more time on 
that topic (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  Other topics may be mastered more quickly than 
expected, and instructors can modify their instruction accordingly (Doman & Webb, 2017).  
Moreover, the flipped method differs in the way that knowledge is transmitted to 
students.  The traditional classroom primarily uses didactic lecture to transfer knowledge to 
students, which does not encourage application of content and allows for minimal engagement 
(Mehta, Hull, Young, & Stoller, 2013).  Lecture is an oral presentation given by the educator to 
convey a topic to students (Crews & Butterfield, 2014).  The focus of lecture is short-term recall 
and memorization, which may have negative effects on learning outcomes (Blissitt, 2016).  The 
traditional lecture method meets the needs of only a select number of students by appealing 
solely to a specific learning style, which could cause students with different learning styles to 
learn less and become less interested in the subject (Lage et al., 2000).  The flipped classroom 
has the capacity to disrupt the current educational model to better meet the needs of students, as 
the passive transfer of knowledge happens outside of class time.  During class, students engage 
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in active learning and use higher levels of critical thinking such as analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation (Murray, McCallum, & Petrosino, 2014).  This simple transformation in the structure 
of learning has the potential to reach a diverse selection of learners, especially the current 
generation of students.  
The population of students currently attending higher education institutions is referred to 
as the millennial generation and is best identified by their reliance on technology (Vaughan, 
2014).  This generation began entering higher education in 2000 and require a change in the way 
they are educated, including the use of technology in learning (Phillips & Trainor, 2014).  Due to 
the innovation of computers and smart phones, millennials come to class with the capability of 
instantaneous knowledge, communication, and collaboration at their fingertips.  Thanks to 
technology, teachers are relieved of being the sole means of learning, as now education is 
available to all through the Internet.  However, they are unable to utilize technology within the 
traditional classroom setting (Vaughan, 2014).  Learning through traditional methods alone 
cannot compete with the daily learning opportunities afforded to millennial students equipped 
with smart phones (Means, Toyama, Murphy, & Baki, 2013).  To reach this generation, teaching 
methods must be flexible and adapt to fit their learning needs.  One of the many benefits of the 
flipped classroom is that it meets the needs of digitally savvy students by incorporating 
technology into their learning to explain core concepts outside of the classroom using video and 
the Internet (Della Ratta, 2015).  This adds a level of convenience to learning, as students can 
study when they are mentally prepared to learn new concepts. 
The flipped classroom has the potential to utilize technology in a way that produces a 
student-centered learning environment.  The benefits of this type of advanced learning are just 
surfacing in higher education.  One such benefit was discovered by Missildine, Fountain, 
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Summers, and Gosselin (2013), who uncovered that students’ grades only improved when the 
flipped method was used in a blended environment, one where teaching technologies were 
combined with an interactive classroom.  Creating a learning environment where student needs 
are met can encourage students to take control of their learning.  Ghilay and Ghilay (2015) 
surveyed teachers and found that many believe an active learning approach is better for students 
to understand the material but they do not know how to adapt their instruction to meet the 
demands of a changing culture.  Fortunately, the flipped method is designed to make this 
transition easier for educators.  Videos and lesson plans are readily available online through 
websites like Khan Academy and The Flipped Network.  Flipping a classroom takes time and is 
a learning opportunity for some teachers; however, this change is believed to benefit the 
students’ learning experience.  Students who fully grasp course concepts have an enhanced 
perception of the course and a generally higher grade. 
Student Achievement 
Discovering ways to better help all students succeed in college is a topic that should be 
explored.  Mason et al. (2013) used a traditional classroom as a control group to compare a 
flipped teaching method.  The results indicated that the flipped classroom allowed more time to 
cover course material and students performed as well or better than in the traditional classroom.  
Likewise, Wilson (2013) had improved learning outcomes in a flipped class when compared to 
courses previously taught in traditional lecture format.  The students in the class felt they could 
get immediate feedback, which enhanced their learning process and decreased their anxiety 
about the course.  In a related study conducted by Sahin, Cavlazoglu, and Zeytuncu (2015), 
students’ overall achievement drastically improved, as did their perception of the course when 
comparing flipped to non-flipped courses.  Sahin and colleagues believed that the flipped method 
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helped students to better prepare for class, improved student comprehension of the topic, and 
gave students a higher level of self-efficacy to complete the course, which led to a considerable 
increase in student achievement.  
The flipped classroom has been shown to have a positive impact on high and low 
achievers alike (Chiu & Chen, 2017; Nouri, 2016; Park & Choi, 2014).  In a large-scale study 
completed by Chiu and Chen (2017), over 80,000 students were surveyed regarding the impact 
of active learning strategies on their learning.  It was discovered that an active learning 
environment is beneficial to all students, no matter their academic abilities.  The students 
surveyed were a mixture of high, medium, and low achievers and all had improved learning 
gains.  Park and Choi (2014) agree that active learning can remove positional discrimination and 
improve the student learning experience.  They compared a traditional lecture class with an 
active learning classroom to uncover if there were learning differences between the two settings.  
The students with higher grade point averages (GPA) were the ones who participated most in the 
traditional classroom, whereas all students in the active learning classroom participated equally 
regardless of their grades (Park & Choi, 2014). 
Despite these positive conclusions, there have been mixed results in empirical data 
regarding students’ preference in teaching styles.  For instance, Nouri (2016) found that low 
achievers responded more positively to the flipped classroom when compared to high achievers, 
leading the researcher to encourage the use of the flipped classroom as a method to reach all 
students.  In a similar study, Owston et al. (2013) found a strong relationship between student 
perception and grades.  The results from their study indicated that high achievers were more 
satisfied with blended learning than low achievers.  Apart from these mixed results, it seems that 
students can still benefit from learning outside of the traditional model.  McNally et al. (2017) 
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determined that though there were students who supported the use of the flipped classroom and 
others who did not, in both cases, students still performed better than in a traditional classroom.   
Decreasing withdrawal and failure rates is an important task for all college professors, as 
retention rates are vital to colleges.  Keeping students in school ensures a steady income that 
allows the college to continue to thrive (Swart & Wuensch, 2016).  The flipped classroom has 
had success in reaching students who might not have the persistence to finish.  Shattuck (2016) 
compared a partially flipped class to a traditional lecture-based classroom and observed a 54% 
decrease in withdrawal rates and a 25% increase in A and B grades.  Additionally, Nwosis, 
Ferreira, Rosenberg, and Walsh (2016) came to the same conclusion.  The participants in their 
study either completely eradicated or drastically reduced the number of D or F grades and 
withdrawals.  These results indicated that the flipped classroom may possibly be able to reach a 
wider array of students by assisting them in meeting their educational goals by creating an active 
learning environment where all students can actively participate in learning.  
Components of a Flipped Classroom 
Pre-class Activities.  At the core of the flipped classroom is the necessity of completing pre-
class activities.  The flipped classroom “reverses the expectations of the common classroom, 
requiring students to prepare before a class session and then apply what was learned in [face-to-
face] class meetings” (Murray et al., 2014, p. 36).  Without proper preparation, active learning 
cannot occur in class.  The pre-class activities address lower levels of critical thinking, such as 
gaining knowledge and comprehension (Moffett, 2015).  One popular way to help students learn 
fundamental course concepts outside of class is by using videos that can be made by the 
instructor or found online (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  It is important to ensure these videos are 
not just a high-tech version of antiquated instruction (Hoffman, 2014).  Teachers cannot merely 
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add arbitrary activities as pre-class homework and call it a flipped classroom, as this has a 
negative effect on student engagement.  Activities must be meaningful and help to prepare the 
student for the in-class lesson (Tucker, 2012). 
Videos are not the only means to prepare students for the lesson. Some other pre-class 
activities include reading texts, listening to podcasts, and exploring online material (Moffett, 
2015; Ziegelmeier & Topaz, 2015).  No matter the medium, to be successful the pre-class 
activity must be interactive and connected with in-class activities (O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015). 
Students who complete the pre-class activities are more engaged in class when compared to a 
traditional classroom (Simpson & Richards, 2015).  These activities allow the teacher to prepare 
student-centered learning, and without this arrangement the flipped classroom cannot succeed 
(Geist et al., 2015).  Teachers can encourage participation in pre-class activities by assigning a 
quiz before or during class to check for comprehension of the material.  This has been shown to 
improve completion of the required pre-class assignments (Kim et al., 2014).  Having a recourse 
to doing the homework gives students an incentive to complete it while ensuring students are 
prepared for the active learning that occurs during class (Eichler & Peeples, 2015). 
Active learning during class time.  At the heart of the flipped classroom’s success is the 
replacement of passive learning (lecture) with active learning techniques.  There has been 
substantial evidence that demonstrates active learning techniques have a positive experience on 
improving exam scores and lowering failure rates (Tsang & Harris, 2014).  Love, Hodge, 
Grandgenett, and Swift (2014) used the flipped classroom to increase active learning through 
problem-based learning and practice exercises.  The researchers found that students in the flipped 
classroom performed better at exams taken throughout the course than in the traditional 
classroom.  In an associated study conducted by Missildine et al. (2013), active learning 
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techniques were implemented and resulted in improved student exam scores compared to two 
other types of lecture courses.  Students in the flipped classroom were more engaged, reflected 
more on their learning, and could use their knowledge and skills in more practical ways than the 
traditional students (Missildine et al., 2013).  These studies support the claim that active learning 
strategies improve learning. 
Supporters of the flipped method believe that by moving the lecture outside of class, 
students are more likely to become self-sufficient learners and that learning continues to happen 
outside of the classroom (Ryan & Tilbury, 2013; Ziegelmeier & Topaz, 2015).  To help develop 
self-sufficient learning, students in the flipped classroom are encouraged to ask questions and 
engage in learning to spark curiosity in the subject and promote active learning (Koo et al., 
2016).  Though some educators feel this active learning takes away from learning fundamental 
concepts that need to be taught through lecture, Roach (2014) established that the flipped design 
allows more time for active learning techniques without limiting essential course material.  Some 
studies even suggest that more class time can be devoted to learning concepts (Mason, Shuman, 
& Cook, 2013).  Others feel that the flipped method is just rearranging the outdated traditional 
model and moving passive lecture outside of class (Hoffman, 2014).  However, the flipped 
classroom requires more than just rearranging the lecture portion of the class.  Instead, it 
involves the strategic rearrangement of course content, thus allowing class time to be dedicated 
to active learning activities (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  Examples of some active learning 
strategies in the flipped classroom include: discussions of pre-class work, problem-solving, 
games, and other engaging collaborative activities (Phillips & Trainor, 2014; Ziegelmeier & 
Topaz, 2015).  To free up class time for such activities, pre-class work needs to be completed to 
gain understanding of fundamental course concepts. 
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Once the student has prepared for the lesson before class, the educator is able to use class 
time to do the harder work of absorbing that knowledge through tactics such as problem solving, 
discussion, or debates (Forsey, Low, & Glance, 2013).  Through such tactics, students can 
examine higher order thinking, such as synthesis and application, on course topics, allowing 
them to develop a deeper understanding of the material (Correa, 2015).  Students can also gain 
clarity on difficult subjects by interacting with the teacher during class, an aspect that is lost in 
the traditional lecture (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  Using technology to move the lecture portion 
out of the classroom also provides a better learning environment for students.  In fact, the U.S. 
Department of Education (2010) found that when students engage in online learning combined 
with face-to-face classrooms, performance improved.  This method of teaching is probably more 
effective because it allows the teacher to be a facilitator of learning and class time is used more 
efficiently to expand on pre-class learning, thus creating a student-centered learning 
environment. 
Student-centered classroom.  One of the challenges facing the traditional model of 
education is that it does not meet the diverse learning needs of all students (Coorey, 2016).  
Students do not all learn the same way; therefore, there cannot be a one-size-fits-all approach to 
education, as suggested by the traditional lecture model (Correa, 2015).  Instead, learning should 
be tailored to meet the diverse needs of the students, creating a student-centered environment.  
To do this, the educator must interact with the students to better evaluate those needs.  The 
flipped classroom provides this opportunity by freeing up class time for more student-centered 
activities (Gilboy, Heinerichs, & Pazzaglia, 2014; McLaughlin et al., 2014).  The teacher is no 
longer standing at the front of class performing a didactic lecture.  In place of lecture, the teacher 
is interacting with students, answering questions, and encouraging self-guided learning (King, 
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1993).  This type of learning uses student-centered techniques to clarify and reinforce pre-class 
lessons (Mason et al, 2013).  The goal of student-centered learning is creating an environment 
where the learner can take an active part in the classroom, as opposed to passively listening to a 
lecture.  Teachers in the flipped classroom do this by focusing lessons around active and 
problem-based learning, which encourages learners to think critically about subjects and gain a 
richer understanding of concepts (Clark, 2015). 
Student-centered learning helps create students who are autonomous learners (Knowles et 
al., 2005).  The flipped classroom provides opportunities for the learner to develop such skills 
though problem-solving and collaboration with peers and instructors.  Murray, Koziniec, and 
Mcgill, (2015) discovered that students in the flipped classroom felt they interacted more with 
their peers and instructors, though there was no group assignment and the instructor’s office 
hours were decreased by half.  This result could be because teachers in the flipped classroom 
have more one-on-one time with students and more of a connection is made among students.  
Della Ratta (2015) used the flipped method on nursing students and discovered that student-
teacher interaction improved and the instructor could better individualize instruction, which 
allows struggling students to get the attention they need to succeed (Tucker, 2012).  Together 
with the instructor, students work on difficult problems instead of trying to complete them alone 
at home (Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  The teacher’s role is vital in this process.  
Teacher’s role.  The instructor is the most indispensable part of the flipped classroom, as 
it is impossible to learn without a guide (King, 1993).  Eric Mazur, a supporter of alternative 
teaching methods, encouraged educators to redirect their teaching methods away from lecture 
and focus on using technology to put to practice the student-centered classroom that has been 
discussed by educational leaders but has never been implemented (Forsey et al., 2013).  In the 
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flipped classroom, educators take on the role of facilitator, where they observe and support 
students in the learning process (Nederveld & Berge, 2015).  By doing so, educators partner with 
students in their learning endeavor (Carpenter-Aeby & Aeby, 2013).  In this environment, it is 
the students’ responsibility to learn fundamental concepts outside of class, which teaches 
independent learning skills.  The instructor can then guide the students to better understand 
concepts and to clarify misconceptions (Koo et al., 2016).  When a classroom is flipped, the 
teacher is no longer the sole distributer of information because that leaves no room for self-
directed learning.  Instead, the teacher focuses on designing educational experiences that engage 
the learners and help them develop autonomous learning habits (Love et al., 2014).  These habits 
are necessary for adults to continue as lifelong learners. 
In accordance with adult learning theory, Leigh et al. (2015) stressed the need for open 
communication between faculty and learners.  Adult students need to be treated as adults and as 
co-owners of their learning outcomes (Knowles et al., 2005).  The flipped classroom provides 
such opportunity through active learning, where students work toward understanding of the 
material and are not simply given the answer.  There must be a balance between student-centered 
learning and relying on the instructor to bring their expertise to the classroom to create a 
cooperative environment (Beaudoin, 2015).  The role of the instructor needs to remain central in 
education but requires change and adaptation to a new era of learning.  Beaudoin (2015) argued 
that educational leaders today must make continual changes that are meaningful and 
transformative.  Continuing to use outdated traditional methods does not create a transformative 
learning environment.  
Although there is a plethora of research to support active learning, most professors 
continue to use traditional teaching methods (LoPresto & Slater, 2016).  In higher education 
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today, 70% of class time is spent on lecture (Goffe & Kauper, 2014).  This could be because 
students are more comfortable with teacher-centered learning methods (O’Flaherty & Phillips, 
2015).  Developing independent learning skills takes time, effort, and guidance, all of which 
cannot be developed in the traditional classroom.  In addition, professors find it difficult to 
transition to active learning techniques (Freeman et al., 2014).  To be successful in an active 
learning classroom, the professor must know the material well enough to answer on-the-spot 
questions.  An additional hindrance is preparation and time, which might prevent professors from 
adapting new teaching methods (Goffe & Kauper, 2014).  The flipped method requires time to 
adapt to learning techniques, but many believe the benefits outweigh the cost (Davies et al., 
2013; Goffe & Kauper, 2014; O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015). 
Student Perceptions of the Flipped Classroom 
Studying student perceptions about the flipped classroom gives more insight into its 
effectiveness in higher education.  In addition to student achievement, student perceptions have 
been found to be an alternative means of determining if students are learning what was intended, 
so are useful for gathering evidence of the impact of new teaching methods (Kuhn & Rundle-
Thiele, 2009).  Moreover, student perception has been linked to increased performance (Berrett, 
2012; Butt, 2014; Baepler, Walker, & Driessen, 2014).  Chen, Yang, and Hsiao (2016) 
discovered that students’ feelings about the course and how well it was designed were correlated 
to student achievement.  The researchers concluded that student perceptions could be used as 
motivational strategies to encourage active participation to improve grades.  Beatty and Albert 
(2016) stated, “Understanding student preferences and levels of satisfaction with various aspects 
of the … classroom should inform faculty and institutions about how they can better meet both 
the legitimate instructional needs and the personal learning preferences of students” (p. 325). 
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Studies repeatedly show that student perceptions have an influence on student learning, 
as students who have a positive experience in a class tend to have increased performance.  
Ferreira and Santoso (2008) confirmed that student achievement is linked to perception.  They 
found students who had a positive perception of the course had improved student achievement.  
The opposite is also true: negative perceptions had a negative effect on student achievement.  In 
a similar study, Awang et al. (2013) came to a comparable conclusion that perception impacts 
student achievement.  In response to these results, these researchers recommend that teachers 
create an enjoyable learning environment by developing relationships with students, making it 
easy to diversify instruction because instructors would better know their students.  
There have been a few studies that look at the correlation between student perception and 
student achievement in the flipped classroom.  Nouri (2016) discovered that students’ positive 
perception of the flipped classroom was correlated to an increase in motivation, engagement, and 
learning.  Camiel et al. (2016) asserted that positive perception of the flipped classroom 
coincides with better performance.  Their study revealed that those who have a negative 
perception do not perform any worse than those who preferred the flipped method.  They 
concluded that the flipped method has enough positive learning gains that it should still be used 
despite the few students who prefer traditional lecture.  
Apart from these positive results, there have been some mixed reviews regarding student 
perception and student achievement in the flipped course.  In general, students have reacted 
positively to the flipped classroom and have improved learning outcomes (Bishop & Verleger, 
2013).  Conversely, several studies have shown the opposite to be true: Students had a low 
perception of the flipped classroom but had improvements in course achievement (Gilboy et al., 
2014; Missildine et al., 2013; Van Sickle, 2016).  It seems that students’ preference for the 
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traditional over the flipped classroom has a negative effect on student perception of the course 
but not necessarily on their learning outcomes (Khanova, McLaughlin, Rhoney, Roth, & Harris, 
2015).  Hanson (2016) suggested these findings raise “the question of whether students, even as 
adult learners, have the necessary skills to make judgments about what combinations of teaching 
and learning options best supports their academic learning” (p.84).   
Nevertheless, students are noted as being valid and reliable interpreters of their learning 
needs (Gravestock, & Gregor-Greenleaf, 2008).  Several researchers have given possible 
rationalizations for these mixed results.  Butt (2014) found that student perception of the flipped 
classroom was higher at the end of the course than at the beginning.  Butt contemplated that the 
students may need time to adjust to a new teaching method if they had previously only been 
exposed to traditional methods.  Learning a new method takes adjustments not only on the part 
of the teacher, but also the student.  Additionally, Hanson (2016) observed that student 
perception increases when teachers explain the potential benefits.  Allowing students time to 
adjust to a new teaching method and explaining the benefits may be beneficial to establishing 
course success.  Students need buy-in to succeed; they need to know why they should change 
from traditional passive learning to active learning (Knowles et al., 2005; O’Flaherty & Phillips, 
2015). 
Using Flipped Teaching in General Education Courses 
There are mixed opinions as to whether the flipped method is adaptable to certain types 
of courses.  Though studies have continually shown positive results in major and general 
education courses alike, the flipped method in general education courses has received some 
criticism.  The most notable of these critics is Strayer (2012), who postulated that students in a 
general education course may lack the motivation that is needed to be successful in a flipped 
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classroom.  Such courses are compulsory to complete a graduation requirement and students may 
consider them a waste of time or not as significant as core courses.  Others suggested that 
students in an introductory course may not have developed the self-directed learning habits that 
are required to participate in flipped learning (Blissitt, 2016; Hamdan et al., 2014).  Due to the 
unfamiliarity of the general education subject, students may feel frustrated and dissatisfied if the 
course is taught using the flipped method (Strayer, 2012).  Furthermore, students in these courses 
may not be motivated to dedicate the time to completing the additional work because they have 
no connection to the material (Missildine et al., 2013).  If the flipped classroom does improve 
student satisfaction, then it would be more likely to improve students’ appreciation for general 
education courses.  
Although there is limited research, the research that does exist shows positive results 
using the flipped method in general education courses.  Jenkins (2015) partially flipped an 
introductory course on politics and found that the students were more engaged in learning 
compared with the traditional lecture model.  The students in the study appreciated being able to 
learn outside of class and then address their questions during class time.  Davies, Dean, and Ball 
(2013) flipped a general education course and found it to be effective and scalable to learning 
needs, and students preferred the flipped method to the traditional method.  Furthermore, success 
of the flipped classroom may depend on the timing of the introduction of the method.  
Sinouvassane and Nalini (2016) introduced the flipped method to first- and third-year health 
science students.  The first-year students had a more positive experience than the third-year 
students, participating and enjoying the active learning aspect of the flipped classroom.  The 
researchers determined that the third-year students were set in their ways, so it was more of an 
inconvenience for them to learn a new method (Sinouvassane & Nalini, 2016).  The flipped 
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classroom may have more success if introduced early in a program of study, as is the case with 
most general education courses. 
Summary 
In conclusion, adult learners have different needs than younger students.  Knowles’ 
(1973) adult learning theory supported the change from pedagogical to andragogical teaching 
methods by creating a student-centered learning environment, which is present in the flipped 
classroom.  To create such an environment, the teacher must become a facilitator of learning and 
support students’ quests to become autonomous learners (Nederveld & Berge, 2015).  This can 
be accomplished by using active learning techniques to incorporate the students’ past 
experiences and by guiding independent learning in the classroom (Carpenter-Aeby & Aeby, 
2013).  The flipped classroom encourages self-directed learning by designing activities that focus 
on collaboration and problem-based learning (Murrary, Koziniec, & Mcgill, 2015).  Moreover, 
the flipped classroom can address the fact that many students have not had instructors who 
promote and encourage self-directed learning by giving students more direct guidance from the 
instructor during class time (O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015).  Students who interact with the 
instructor tend to have a positive view of learning and thus improved satisfaction with the course 
(Phillips & Trainor, 2014), and increasing student perception of a course is an important factor in 
improving student achievement (Camiel et al., 2016). 
The research provided in this chapter shows the importance of tailoring instructional 
methods based on the needs of the student.  This study seeks to determine whether student 
perception of a flipped course affects student achievement.  Gaining a better understanding of 
student perception and student achievement using the flipped method could help determine if this 
method should be implemented in more general education courses.  Students in general 
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education courses usually have a low perception of the course and therefore lack motivation to 
do well (Hamdan et al., 2014).  If students’ perception of the flipped classroom improves 
learning, then it should be considered for more general education courses.  However, if students 
have a negative opinion of the flipped classroom and receive less than standard grades, then 
supplementary methods of teaching should be explored. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 
Overview 
The purpose of this quantitative, non-experimental, causal-comparative and correlational 
study was to determine if student success was related to students’ perception of the flipped 
classroom.  The instrumentation used was the Blended Learning Survey (BLS), developed by 
Owston, York, and Murtha (2013), and student achievement was measured by the end-of-course 
grades.  The following chapter discusses the methods of the study.  The research questions and 
hypotheses examined if there was a relationship between student achievement and students’ 
perception of the flipped classroom.  The participants were students over the age of 18 who 
attended a general education speech communication course at a state college.  The final section 
will address how the quantitative data was analyzed using an independent samples t-test and a 
bivariate regression. 
Design 
This study was a quantitative, non-experimental causal-comparative and correlational 
study.  The researcher used an independent samples t-test and bivariate regressions to determine 
if there was a relationship between college students’ perception of the flipped classroom in an 
introductory speech communication course and student achievement, as measured by end-of-
course grades.  First, an independent samples t-test was examined to determine if student 
perception of the flipped classroom influenced student achievement.  Achievement was 
determined by the students’ end-of-course grades and placed into categories. Category 1 was 
high achievers (A or B) and category 0 was low achievers (C or below).  A causal-comparative 
analysis was best suited for this type of research question because it provides information on 
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cause-and-effect relationships and is used when the independent variable is measured in the form 
of a category (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).  
Next, the researcher used bivariate regression analysis to determine if there was a 
relationship between college students’ perception of the flipped classroom in an introductory 
speech education course and course outcomes, as measured by end-of-course grades.  A 
correlation design was best suited for this research question as it provides information as to the 
extent to which the criterion behavior (course outcomes) are related to students’ perception of the 
flipped classroom (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).  Paper copies of the BLS were distributed to 
students by the researcher, without the teacher present, to determine students’ perception of the 
flipped classroom.  Students’ responses were anonymous to prevent students from skewing their 
answers and securely kept until the completion of the study; however, students were asked to 
write their student identification number on the last page.  Students’ grades were reported by the 
professor at the completion of the course and matched to student identification numbers on the 
surveys.  An independent samples t-test and bivariate regressions were performed to test the null 
hypotheses that there was no significant relationship between students’ perception of the general 
speech education flipped classroom and students’ student achievement.  
Research Questions 
The research questions for this study were: 
 RQ1: Is there a significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-
scale of overall perception of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech education course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) achieving 
students, as measured by end-of-course grades?  
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RQ2: Is there a significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions, as 
measured by the sub-scales of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech education course based on end-of-course grades? 
Hypotheses 
The null hypotheses for this study were: 
H01: There is no significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-
scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech communication course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) 
achieving students, as measured by end-of-course grades.  
H02: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of satisfaction in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
H03: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of engagement in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
H04: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of convenience in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
H05: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning 
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Survey (BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as 
measured by end-of-course grades. 
 Participants and Setting  
The participants for this study were drawn from a convenience sample of college students 
attending Florida College (FC).  The research was completed during the fall semester of the 
2017-2018 school year.  FC is in a large urban area with campuses in four different cities within 
the county.  The college prides itself on preparing students for the workforce and improving the 
community through education.  The school district is in one of the wealthiest counties in Florida; 
however, the college’s low tuition rates tend to attract low income students.  Over 50% of the 
students that attend FC receive federal assistance.  Almost 50,000 students attend FC each year, 
and the college has a very diverse student population: 40% white, 27% African American, 29% 
Hispanic, and four percent other.  Students who attend FC are predominately between the ages of 
18-24. 
 For this study, 109 students were sampled from five sections of a required general 
education introductory speech communication course.  Participation in the study was voluntary 
and students signed a waiver agreement to participate (see Appendix B).  Gall, Gall, and Borg 
(2007) recommended a minimum sample size of 66 for a regression and 100 for a t-test for a 
medium effect size with a statistical power of 0.7 at the 0.05 alpha level.  The sample size of 109 
met these recommendations and increased the validity of the study (Warner, 2013).  Adhering to 
these statistical requirements allowed the researcher to generalize the findings beyond the scope 
of the college.  The sample came from a convenience sample of students who were enrolled in an 
introductory speech communication course taught by Professor Zed (pseudonym).  Normally, 
Professor Zed has approximately 130 students enrolled in her courses.  Students were not 
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randomly selected, as Professor Zed was the only speech teacher who uses the partially flipped 
method.  The course, a survey course on effective communication in interpersonal, group, and 
public situations, was taught by multiple professors. Students were aware of the teacher they 
selected for the course.  The sample consisted of 68 females and 41 males.   
Instrumentation 
Blended Learning Survey 
 The Blended Learning Survey (BLS) was used as the dependent and predictor variable 
for this study.  The BLS was developed by Owston et al. (2013) to compare student perception to 
end-of-course grades to determine if perception affected student outcomes in a blended learning 
classroom.  In the study, Owston and colleagues discovered a strong relationship between 
student perception and grades.  The researchers also discovered that high achievers perceived the 
course more positively than low achievers.  Awang et al. (2013) confirmed this research that 
student perception of the course can positively affect student achievement.  The current study 
used the BLS to determine if these results can be applied to general education courses, as studies 
have mixed results on the flipped classroom in such courses (Hamdan et al., 2014; Strayer, 
2012).  The BLS consists of 25 Likert-style questions on a 6-point scale (A=Strongly Agree, 
B=Agree, C=Neutral, D=Disagree, E=Strongly Disagree, and F= N/A) and six multiple choice 
general information questions (Owston et al., 2013).  
The BLS is a combination of four previously validated surveys.  Additionally, Owston et 
al. (2013) found the survey to be highly reliable, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.908 for the Likert 
items.  The questions were taken from previously validated surveys.  Each item on the Likert-
scale was tested for reliability using an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA).  The effect size for 
the survey was tested using partial eta-squared and the results indicated a medium effect with 
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scores ranging from 0.029 to 0.102 (Owston et al., 2013).  Owston and colleagues did not 
determine the Cronbach’s alpha for the sub-scales used in their research.  The sub-scales they 
used were student preferences and course satisfaction, student perception of convenience, and 
student engagement.  Permission was granted by the researchers to use the instrumentation (R. 
Owston, personal communication, February 16, 2017) and can be found in Appendix A.  Istifci 
(2016), and Zilinskiene, Malinauskiene, and Smith (2016) have also used the survey to gain a 
better understanding of student perception of similar courses.  
The BLS was administered by the researcher during a scheduled class meeting in the 
eighth week of a 16-week course, as research suggests that students’ perception increases as 
students become more accustomed to this type of learning (Butt, 2014).  The survey asked 
questions in four different categories (respond to enrollment pressure, better experience for 
commuter student, increased engagement, improve learning).  The BLS also contained questions 
specific to the local university where the creators were affiliated (Owston et al., 2013).  These 
questions were useful for the current survey as they provide demographic information on the 
current student population.  The survey took approximately 15 minutes to administer, and candy 
was provided for those who finished the survey early.  Students who participated were selected 
for a $5 gift card to Starbucks for every 11th person that turned in a survey.  For this gift card, 
surveys were counted after all the participants completed the survey.  
Instrumentation Framework 
 The BLS was developed by Owston, York, and Murtha (2013).  It is a combination of the 
Classroom Survey of Student Engagement (CLASSE, n.d.), Blended Learning in Higher 
Education (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008), the Blended Course Student Survey from the Blended 
Learning Toolkit (Cavanagh, 2011), and student surveys from Cook, Owston, and Garrison 
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(2004).  The CLASSE survey was developed by the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE), designed to be used in college classrooms to gain a better understanding of student 
engagement.  Each section of the NSSE survey was tested for reliability and validity and proven 
to be an effective form of measuring student engagement in a course.  The premise behind 
studying student engagement in the classroom was summarized by Kuh (2009): 
… the more students study a subject, the more they know about it, and the more students 
practice and get feedback from faculty and staff members on their writing and 
collaborative problem solving, the deeper they come to understand what they are learning 
and the more adept they become at managing complexity, tolerating ambiguity, and 
working with people from different backgrounds or with different views (p. 5). 
The Blended Course Survey from the Blended Learning Toolkit (Cavanagh, 2011) was 
developed in response to the growing need for universities to include more blended learning 
courses, based on the U.S. Department of Education’s (2010) determination that students in 
blended courses outperform those in traditional face-to-face (or lecture) classes due to the use of 
technology to enhance learning.  The flipped classroom is considered blended learning because it 
moves the content outside of class time using a technological medium.  Additionally, the 
Blended Learning Toolkit is a resource for educators to create flexible course material that is 
convenient for students.  The Blended Course Survey offers the ability of assessing students’ 
opinions of the course to make immediate changes to the curriculum in the hopes of improving 
student performance and retention (Cavanagh, 2011).  
The BLS was adapted from these existing surveys, and questions were added that applied 
specifically to the researcher’s university setting.  Four main criteria were addressed in the 
original creation of the survey and questions were combined into four sub-scales: response to 
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enrollment pressure, better experience for commuter students, increased engagement, and 
improved learning (Owston, York, & Murtha, 2013).  Owston et al. (2013) created the study to 
determine the aspects of learning that the students responded to most.  Similar to the present 
study, they wanted to provide research that connected student perception to student achievement, 
an area that lacks adequate research (Owston et al., 2013).  Such research could help universities 
determine if this method should be implemented.  The questions were specifically selected to 
examine a difference in preference for differentiated teaching methods for students with various 
levels of abilities (Owston et al., 2013).  For instance, the survey asks questions to determine if 
higher achievers respond differently to teaching methods than low achievers.  This survey is 
useful in determining student preference for the flipped classroom. 
For the purpose of this study, the BLS was divided into four sub-scales: satisfaction, 
engagement, convenience, and overall perception of the course and each sub-scale was tested for 
reliability.  In the present study, the researcher coded the answers as follows: 1=A, 2=B, 3=C, 
4=D, 5=E, and 6=F.  The answers with F (or 6) were removed because the questions were not 
applicable to the student, making the possible range of answers for the sub-scales 1-5.  Student 
satisfaction (five questions) was determined by questions that addressed if the student was 
satisfied with the course.  For example, students were asked if they would take a similar course 
in the future and if the style of the course improved their understanding of course material.  
Student engagement (eight questions) asked questions about how engaged the student felt during 
the lessons.  These questions had the student decide if they felt engaged with the professor and 
other students during class time.  The convenience questions (two questions) were not particular 
to this class but were included on the BLS and evaluated.  These questions addressed courses 
that allowed students to work from home instead of going to class.  The school that was studied 
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offered such classes at a different campus.  The final category was the overall perception of the 
course (17 questions), these questions asked students about positive or negative feelings toward 
the course.  Some of the questions overlapped in categories.  Five of the questions were reverse 
coded.  The purpose of the BLS was to measure students’ perception of a class.  In this study, the 
BLS was administered by the researcher without the professor present.  The researcher also 
scored the survey.  The sub-scales were checked for reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha and the 
results were: satisfaction .784, engagement .862, convenience .895, and overall perception .857.   
Learning Outcomes 
The next variable used was measurements of student achievement.  First, end-of-course 
grades were collected by the professor at the end of the course in categorical form (A, B, C, D, 
and F) and then categorized into high (A or B) and low (C or below) achievers.  This was the 
independent variable for the independent samples t-test.  The end-of-course grades were also 
collected from the professor in continuous form (0-100).  These were used as the criterion 
variable for the bivariate regression.  Many researchers have used grades to determine the 
effectiveness of the flipped classroom (Blair et al., 2016; Clark, 2015; Jenkins, 2015).  Beatty 
and Albert (2016) used course grades and discovered a positive relationship between student 
perception of the flipped classroom and student achievement.  Students who performed better 
enjoyed the flipped experience more than students who did not perform as well (Beatty & Albert, 
2016).  Nouri (2016) also discovered a correlation between student perception of the flipped 
classroom and grades.  In this study, students who were low achievers responded more favorably 
to the flipped classroom (Nouri, 2016).  To better meet the needs of students, it is important to 
determine how the flipped classroom affects student achievement.  
Grades in the speech course that were used for this study were based on a percent system, 
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with 90-100% representing an A, 80-90% representing a B, 70-80% representing a C, 60-70% 
representing a D, and 0-50% representing an F.  Students who withdrew from the course after the 
survey was complete received a W.  Course grades are calculated to include out-of-class 
multiple-choice chapter quizzes, student in-class speeches, participation and essays.  The class 
was a flipped classroom because students are required to learn the course material outside of the 
class by reading the chapter and taking a comprehension online quiz.  In-class time was reserved 
for collaboration and actively learning about the topic.   
Procedures 
 Prior to research being conducted, the researcher obtained Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) approval from both Liberty University and Florida College (see Appendix C and D).  
Florida College’s IRB was contacted and a formal letter of consent was obtained to gain 
permission for this study.  Professor Zed agreed to participate in the study and provided a letter 
of agreement (Professor Zed, personal communication, April 2016, Appendix E).  The data was 
collected during a 16-week fall semester.  Professor Zed normally teaches five introductory 
speech courses a semester and usually has approximately 130 students total each semester.  
Professor Zed flips her class by requiring the class to read the chapter and take a quiz before 
class.  Class time incorporates active learning strategies, such as small group discussions, 
experiential activities, application of skills, discussion, and pair-and-shares, to engage learners. 
Students over the age of 18 who were enrolled Professor Zed’s introductory speech 
communication course in the Fall 2017 semester and who were present and on time the day of 
the survey (N = 109) were asked to participate.  Students filled out a participation consent 
acknowledging their participation in the study was voluntary and confidential, no extra credit or 
deduction of grades would be given, and their end-of-course grade would be collected (Appendix 
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B).  To protect privacy, student surveys and student achievement data were collected 
anonymously, and the instructor did not have access to the individual results of the survey; 
however, each section of the course was individually collected and labeled and student 
identification numbers were used to pair course grades with student perception.  The BLS was 
administered in paper form to ensure maximum participation.  The students who participated had 
the opportunity to earn a $5 gift card to Starbucks and were given candy after they filled out the 
survey.  Gift cards were distributed to every 11th participant after all the surveys had been 
collected.  Students who were absent or late that day did not take part in the survey.  To allow 
students to respond freely, Professor Zed left the class while the students completed the survey 
and the professor did not know which students participated.   
The survey was administered by the researcher to students in the middle of the semester.  
The fall semester began in August and the survey was administered in October, as studies have 
shown that students’ perceptions of the flipped classroom change with time (Butt, 2014).  This 
timeframe also allowed for students to form an opinion of the flipped classroom while keeping 
opinions about the course itself and the professor at a minimum. The final course grades were 
obtained from the professor after the classes finished for the semester.  The gathered data was 
kept in a secure location and protected for the privacy of the participants.  The researcher entered 
the data into an SPSS file immediately after the participants completed the survey and participant 
identification was hidden.  Final course grades were collected from the professor and matched to 
student surveys at the end of the 16-week semester.   
Data Analysis 
An independent samples t-test and bivariate regressions were performed to determine if 
there was a relationship between student achievement and student perception of the flipped 
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classroom.  For the independent samples t-test, the dependent variable was the Blended Learning 
Survey (BLS) and the independent variable of end-of-course grades was measured in categorical 
form and was not continuous; therefore, a t-test was best suited for this research question (Gall et 
al., 2007).  For the t-test, college end-of-course grades were divided into two categories: high 
achievers (with grade of A or B) and low achievers (with a grade of C or below).  The dependent 
variable (BLS) was a Likert-type survey score and is considered in social sciences to be a 
continuous interval variable (Warner, 2013).  For the regression, the predictor (BLS) and 
criterion (end-of-course grades) variables were continuous and a relationship was being studied; 
therefore, a bivariate regression was best suited for this research question (Gall et al., 2007).  The 
predictor variable was divided into four sub-scales of the BLS: satisfaction, engagement, 
convenience, and overall perception. 
The first research question and null hypothesis was analyzed using a t-test.  To begin the 
t-test analysis, data was screened.  First, outliers, which are extreme values, were not identified 
using a box and whisker plot.  A box and whisker plot gives a detailed picture of the measure of 
central tendency and variability and displays the means and standard deviations for each 
quantitative variable (Green & Salkind, 2014).  Next, a Kolmogorov–Smirnov test was used to 
test for the assumption of univariate normality since the sample was larger than 50 (N = 109).  
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test had an alpha level of greater than 0.05, which indicated tenability 
of the assumption, normality was assumed, and the parametric t-test was performed (Warner, 
2013).  Data is reported on the Assumption Testing, Descriptive statistics (M, SD), Number (N), 
Number per cell (n), Degrees of freedom (df), t value (t), Significance level (p), Effect size and 
power. 
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For the second research question and null hypotheses 2-5, a bivariate regression was 
performed to determine if there was a relationship between the predictor variables (sub-scales of 
the BLS) and the criterion variable (end-of-course grades).  To measure the effect the variables 
had on each other, data was screened to determine if a Pearson product-moment correlation 
(Pearson’s r) could be utilized.  A Pearson’s r is best used with studies in education when the 
variables are continuous in nature because r has a small standard error (Gall et al., 2007).  A 
correlation coefficient (r) of 0.10, 0.30, and 0.50 (regardless of sign) are respectively considered 
small, medium, and large indications of effect size (Cohen, 1988; Green & Salkind, 2013).  
For null hypotheses 2-5, data was screened to check for outliers using a box and whisker 
plot.  Analysis yielded one outlier that did not affect the data, therefore it was not removed.  A 
histogram was completed but the data was skewed to the right.  Next, a Kolmogorov–Smirnov 
test was completed to test for the assumption of univariate normality since the sample was larger 
than 50 (N = 109).  The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test had an alpha level of less than 0.05, thus 
indicating non-tenability of the assumption; therefore, normality was not assumed (Warner, 
2013). Due to the results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests being significant, a nonparametric 
Spearman rank test was run in addition to Pearson’s r. (Warner, 2013).   
A scatterplot of the variables was created between each of the predictor variables (x; sub-
scales of the BLS) and the criterion variable (y; end-of-course grades) to determine if there was a 
linear relationship between the two variables and to check for skewness and kurtosis.  There was 
not a relatively straight line, therefore the assumption of linearity was non-tenable.  Finally, 
homoscedasticity was assessed.  Homoscedasticity assumes that the variability in scores of both 
variables is similar (Warner, 2013).  To determine if homoscedasticity was present, the scatter 
plot between the predictor variables (x; sub-scales of the BLS) and criterion variable (y; end-of-
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course grades) was examined to determine if there was a “cigar shape” (Warner, 2013).  There 
was not a cigar shape.  Data screening and assumption testing was conducted for each of the null 
hypotheses.  
In the final analysis, Assumption testing, Descriptive Statistics (M, SD), Number (N), 
Degrees of Freedom (df), observed r and r2, F value (F), Significance Level (p), Β, beta, and SE 
B, Regression equation, and Power were reported.  In each of the tests, a significance level of 
more than 0.05, a p-value above 0.05, was not considered significant and the null hypotheses 
were not rejected.  A significance level of 0.05 allows the researcher to be 95% confident that the 
decision about the null hypotheses are correct (Gall et al., 2007).  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
Overview 
The purpose of this causal-comparative and correlational, non-experimental study was to 
investigate variables to determine if the flipped classroom influenced student achievement.  The 
researcher sought to determine if students who learned under the flipped method would have 
improved academic performance.  This study focused on a general education course, as students 
enrolled in such courses tend to take them out of requirement and tend to put forth minimal effort 
(Missildine, Fountain, Summers, & Gosselin, 2013).  Finding a method that engages students 
could increase perception of the course and in turn increase interest in the topic, which could 
lead to students taking more classes in the field of study (Davies, Dean, & Ball, 2013).  The 
students who participated were enrolled in the Fall 2017 semester of a general education speech 
communication course.  They were taught using the partially flipped method, which consisted of 
interactive online reading and taking quizzes prior to class time and participating in active 
learning during class.  The dependent and predictor variables were student perceptions of the 
flipped classroom, as measured by the Blended Learning Survey.  The independent and criterion 
variables were the students’ end-of-course grades.  All but one of the students present that day, 
who were over the age of 18, participated in the study.  The following chapter provides the 
research questions, null hypotheses, descriptive data, and the results of the t-test and bivariate 
regression to determine if students’ perception of the flipped classroom affected achievement. 
Research Questions 
RQ1: Is there a significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-
scale of overall perception of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
    
 
 
70 
introductory speech education course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) achieving 
students, as measured by end-of-course grades? 
 RQ2: Is there a significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions, as 
measured by the sub-scales of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech education course based on end-of-course grades? 
Null Hypotheses 
H01: There is no significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-
scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
introductory speech communication course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) 
achieving students, as measured by end-of-course grades.  
H02: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of satisfaction in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
H03: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of engagement in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
H04: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of convenience in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
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H05: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning 
Survey (BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as 
measured by end-of-course grades. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The data set contained 109 student responses to the BLS and was used to answer the 
research questions.  The BLS was tested by the developer and was found to have a high 
reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .908 (Owston, York, & Murtha, 2013).  Additionally, the 
present study found the survey to have a high reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of .868.  
Individual Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the survey tool were calculated for each of the four 
sub-scales used in this research study: satisfaction, engagement, convenience, and overall 
perception.  All sub-scales were determined to have high reliability with Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7 
or above (see Table 1).  These values indicated an acceptable reliability (Warner, 2014).  The 
BLS consists of 25 Likert-style questions on a 6-point scale (A=Strongly Agree, B=Agree, 
C=Neutral, D=Disagree, E=Strongly Disagree, and F= N/A) and six multiple choice general 
information questions (Owston et al., 2013).  The researcher for this study coded the answers as 
follows: 1=A, 2=B, 3=C, 4=D, 5=E, and 6=F.  The answers with F (or 6) were removed because 
the questions were not applicable to the student. 
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Table 1 
Cronbach’s Alphas for the Sub-scales of the BLS 
Sub-scale n M SD Cronbach’s Alpha 
Satisfaction 5 8.01 2.72 .784 
Engagement 8 13.89 4.59 .862 
Convenience  2 6.51 2.11 .895 
Overall Perception 17 31.23 7.595 .857 
 
Research Question 1 
Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for the first research question addressing the 
differences between high and low achievers’ perception of the flipped classroom based on the 
class mean answers for the survey.  High achievers were defined as students who had an end-of-
course grade of an A or B.  Low achievers were defined as students who had an end-of-course 
grade as C or below (Nouri, 2016).  The possible range for overall positive perception was 1-6 
with an actual range of 1-5 (M = 1.98, N = 109, SD = .494).  The range of grades for research 
question 1 was A-F (M = 4.4, N = 109, SD = 0.087).  Grades were coded as A=5, B=4, C=3, 
D=2, F=1.  Students who withdrew from the class received a W and their answers were removed 
from the data. 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 1 
 n M SD Std. Error 
Low  
Achievers 
79 1.87 .412 .046 
High  
Achievers 
30 2.02 .493 .090 
Total 109    
 
Research Questions 2-5 
The possible survey range was calculated for each of the four sub-scales. The range of 
answers for the sub-scales were: satisfaction = 1-5, engagement = 1-6, convenience = 1-6, 
overall perception = 1-6.  The actual range of answers was satisfaction = 1-5 (M = 1.62, N = 109, 
SD = .560), engagement = 1-5 (M = 1.90, N = 109, SD = .618), convenience = 1-5 (M = 3.46, N 
= 109, SD = 1.17), overall perception = 1-5 (M = 1.98, N = 109, SD = .494), after removing all 
the 6 (or F) answers.  The range of grades (M = 87.03, N = 102, SD = 13.19) for these research 
questions were measured by letter percent (0-100).  Students who withdrew from the class 
received a W and their surveys were removed from the study. 
Results 
Null Hypothesis One 
H01: There is no significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-
scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an 
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introductory speech communication course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) 
achieving students, as measured by end-of-course grades. 
T-test data screening.  For this first hypothesis, a t-test was utilized because the 
independent variable was categorical, high and low achievers.  The analysis was conducted on 
the sub-scale of overall positive perception for the dependent variable (BLS).  The independent 
variable was separated into two categories: category 1 was high achievers (A or B) and category 
0 was low achievers (C or below) based on the students’ end-of-course grades.  To determine if 
parametric tests could be used, a box and whisker plot was created and the data was shown to 
have one outlier that did not change the data (Figure 1).  Next, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
(Table 3) was conducted and the significance was greater than .05, indicating tenability of the 
assumption of normality.  Furthermore, a Levene’s test was executed (p = .278) and the 
assumption of homogeneity of variance was proved tenable.  Results of the t-test were t(107) = -
1.60, p = .113, a = .05, and did not give significant evidence against the null that there was no 
difference in overall perception between high-achieving and low-achieving students.  The 95% 
confident interval for the perception mean ranged from -.334 to .036.  The null hypothesis was 
not rejected.  The data was found to have a small effect size of d = .3.  The post-hoc level of the 
statistical power was an observed power of .67.  This means that the researcher can be 67% 
confident that failing to reject the null was the correct decision.   
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Figure 1 
Outliers: Box and Whisker Plot 
 
Table 3 
Normality Tests: Kolmogorov-Smirnov for t-test 
Test of Normality  Kolmogorov-Smirnov  
 Statistic df Sig. 
Low Achievers .097 79 .062 
High Achievers .152 30 .076 
 
Null Hypotheses Two-Five 
H02: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of satisfaction in the Blended Learning Survey 
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(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
Data screening for bivariate regression.  A histogram for the course grades (on a scale 
of 0-100) was performed and the grades were skewed to the right (Figure 2).  To test normality, 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were run on each of the sub-scales and the results were significant 
(Table 4).  The significance level was less than .05 on each of the sub-scales, therefore the 
assumptions were not tenable and the non-parametric Spearman rank order correlation analyses 
were completed in place of Pearson’s r. 
Figure 2 
Histogram for Course Grades 
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Table 4 
Normality Tests: Kolmogorov-Smirnov for Bivariate Regression 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
Statistic df Sig. 
Overall Survey  .101 109 .008 
Overall Positive .095 109 .018 
Engagement .105 109 .005 
Convenience .139 109 .000 
Satisfaction .178 109 .000 
 
The results of the Spearman rank order correlation for the sub-scale of satisfaction were rs 
= -.113, p = .257, a = .05.  The p-value is greater than .05; the researcher failed to reject null that 
there is no significant difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped classroom, as measured by 
the sub-scale of satisfaction.  Follow up tests were not conducted.  
H03: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of engagement in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
The results of the Spearman rank order correlation for the sub-scale of engagement were 
rs = -.122, p = .222, a = .05.  The p-value was greater than .05, the researcher failed to reject the 
null that there is no significant difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped classroom, as 
measured by the sub-scale of engagement.  Follow up tests were not conducted.  
H04: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of convenience in the Blended Learning Survey 
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(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
The results of the Spearman rank order correlation for the sub-scale of convenience were 
rs = .067, p = .510, a = .05.  The p-value was greater than .05; the researcher failed to reject the 
null that there is no significant difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped classroom, as 
measured by the sub-scale of convenience.  Follow up tests were not conducted.  
H05: There is no significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions of a 
flipped classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning 
Survey (BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as 
measured by end-of-course grades. 
The results of the Spearman rank order correlation for the sub-scale of overall perception 
were rs = -.105, p = .293, a = .05.  The p-value was greater than .05; the researcher failed to 
reject the null that there is no significant difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped 
classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of overall perception.  Follow up tests were not 
conducted.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 
Overview 
This quantitative, non-experimental, causal-comparative and correlational study was 
designed to explore the effect of student perception of the flipped classroom, as measured by the 
Blended Learning Survey (BLS) in relation to academic performance, as measured by students’ 
end-of-course grades.  Students who were enrolled in the Fall 2017 semester of an introductory 
speech education course and who were over the age of 18 were asked to participate.  Those who 
volunteered for the study signed a consent form, filling out a survey on their perception of the 
flipped classroom experience, and agreed to having their end-of-course grades statistically 
analyzed.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the means.  A bivariate 
regression was conducted to determine if there was a significant predictive relationship.  The 
following chapter provides a discussion of the statistical analysis results, implications of the 
study, limitations, and possible recommendations for future research.  
Discussion 
The purpose of this quantitative causal-comparative and correlational study was to 
investigate if there was a relationship between student perceptions of the flipped classroom and 
student achievement in a higher education environment.  The study also examined if students 
were self-directed learners according to Knowles’ (1973) adult learning theory, as students in the 
flipped classroom must take initiative of their learning.  The adult learning theory states that 
adults are self-directed and internally motivated and that these characteristics are developed as 
the learner matures (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005), such characteristics of learning are 
vital for the success of the flipped classroom.  The study tested this theory by examining if 
student achievement was related to student perception of the flipped classroom in a general 
    
 
 
80 
education course, for college students (N = 109) at Florida College (FC; a pseudonym).  Overall, 
students had a positive perception of the course and had relatively above average end-of-course 
grades (n = 102, M = 87.03, SD = 13.19), which may suggest that the flipped classroom is 
influential despite its lack of connection to course outcomes.  This could be because the flipped 
classroom provides an active learning environment that encourages self-directed learning, as 
Knowles suggested was important for adult learners.  Supporters of the flipped classroom claim 
that this method of teaching engages learners through active learning techniques and thus 
increases student perception of the course and improves student achievement (Hamdan, 
McKnight, McKnight, & Arfstorm, 2014; Park & Choi, 2014; Sahin, Cavlazoglu, & Zeytuncu, 
2015).  Active learning appeals to adult students by creating an environment that is more self-
directed and allows the learning to reflect on concepts learned (Murrary, Koziniec, & Mcgill, 
2015; O’Flaherty & Phillips, 2015).   
For this study, student perceptions of the flipped classroom were measured with the BLS 
and student achievement was determined by end-of-course grades.  An independent samples t-
test and bivariate regressions were utilized to determine if there was a significant relationship 
between student perceptions and student achievement.  For the independent samples t-test, the 
independent variable of student achievement was defined as students’ end-of-course grades and 
categorized as high (A or B) and low (C or below) achievers.  The dependent variable was 
defined as the students’ perception of the flipped course, as determined by the BLS.  For the 
regression, the criterion variable was student achievement (end-of-course grades) and the 
predictor variables were the four sub-scales of the BLS: satisfaction, engagement, convenience, 
and overall perception.   
    
 
 
81 
Research Question One  
Is there a significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-scale of 
overall perception of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an introductory 
speech education course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) achieving students, as 
measured by end-of-course grades?  
Null Hypothesis One 
There is no significant difference in students’ perceptions, as measured by the sub-scale 
of overall perception in the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an introductory 
speech communication course between high (A or B) and low (C or below) achieving students, 
as measured by end-of-course grades.  
For the first research question, an independent samples t-test was performed to determine 
the relationship between students’ overall perception of the flipped classroom and students’ end-
of-course grades, categorized by high (A or B) and low (C or below) achievers. These results 
indicate that there was no difference in overall perception of the flipped classroom between high 
and low achieving students.  As a result, the null was not rejected.  Previous studies have found 
unpredictable outcomes between high and low achieving students regarding the flipped 
classroom.  In a recent study, Nouri (2016) compared low and high achieving students’ 
perceptions to the flipped classroom and discovered that low achieving students respond more 
positively.  Conversely, Owston, York, and Murtha (2013) found that high achievers had a 
higher positive perception of the flipped classroom.  Beatty and Albert (2016) found results that 
agreed with Owston and colleagues.  Students in their study who were high achievers responded 
more positively to the flipped methodology.  These mixed results may be why the current study 
found no relationship between high and low achievers.  Furthermore, in each of these studies 
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mentioned, the sample size was much larger than the current study.  Possibly, increasing the 
sample size may result in significant results between high and low achievers.  The researcher 
calls for future research to be completed on larger samples. 
Grouping students by high and low achievement has provided mixed results in previous 
studies and the present study yielded a failure to reject the null hypothesis.  These results could 
suggest that perhaps achievement level is not an indicator of whether students will or will not 
like a flipped classroom.  Success in the flipped classroom could be affected by the professor.  In 
this study, the researcher observed that the students were generally happy (smiling) with the 
class and were actively participating and taking notes.  Several of the students wrote comments 
about how much they enjoyed the course and the professor.  Some of the classroom dynamic 
could be attributed to the lightheartedness of Professor Zed, who would make a joke or laugh 
herself.  A meta-analysis could be conducted on previous achievement studies to determine if the 
results are skewed based on the students’ preference for the professor.  
Research Question Two 
Is there a significant predictive relationship between students’ perceptions, as measured 
by the sub-scales of the Blended Learning Survey, of a flipped classroom for an introductory 
speech education course based on end-of-course grades? 
Null Hypothesis Two 
There is no significant predictive difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped 
classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of satisfaction in the Blended Learning Survey (BLS), 
for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured by 
end-of-course grades. 
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For the second research question, bivariate regressions were completed to analyze the 
relationship between students’ end-of-course grades and their perception of the flipped 
classroom based on sub-scales of the BLS.  The first sub-scale was that of student satisfaction 
with the flipped classroom.  There was not a significant relationship between the variables and 
the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis.  These results suggest that students’ 
satisfaction with the flipped classroom does not have an impact on end-of-course grades.  These 
results were surprising because many studies have shown a relationship between satisfaction and 
grades.  Chen, Wang, Kinshuk, and Chen (2014) found positive results with student satisfaction 
of the flipped classroom in relation to course outcomes.  In a similar study, McLaughlin et al. 
(2014) used the flipped classroom and discovered there was an increase in class attendance and 
student learning, as well as an increase in how students perceived the flipped model of learning.  
Bishop and Verleger, (2013) and Gross, Marinari, Hoffman, DeSimone, and Burke (2015) all 
agreed that the flipped classroom improves student satisfaction while improving grades.  The 
results of this study may have contradictory results because this study was a partially flipped 
general education course.  The researcher calls for future research on fully flipped general 
education courses.  
Null Hypothesis Three 
There is no significant predictive difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped 
classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of engagement in the Blended Learning Survey (BLS), 
for an introductory communication education course based on course outcomes, as measured by 
end-of-course grades. 
For this null hypothesis, a bivariate regression was performed to determine if there was a 
relationship between end-of-course grades and students’ perception of the flipped classroom 
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based on the sub-scale of engagement.  There was not a significant relationship between the 
variables and the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis.  These results suggest that 
students’ engagement with the flipped classroom does not have an impact on end-of-course 
grades.  Perceptions and course outcomes tend to increase when students are actively engaged in 
the lesson (Awang et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2014; Westermann, 2014).  Many researchers believe 
the flipped classroom could increase student engagement in the lesson while improving course 
outcomes (Bishop & Verleger, 2013; Gross, Marinari, Hoffman, DeSimone, & Burke, 2015).  
For this study, students’ engagement in the course did not improve their course outcomes.  This 
could possibly be since the course studied has frequently high success rates, suggesting that other 
variables could possibly have a different effect on outcomes.  Nwosis, Ferreira, Rosenberg, and 
Walsh (2016) uncovered that the number of failing grades and withdrawals decreased when they 
partially flipped their class.  Similarly, Shattuck (2016) compared a partially flipped class to a 
traditional lecture-based classroom and found a drastic reduction in withdrawals and failing 
grades.  Future research should be done on determining if the amount of withdrawals or failing 
grades decreased with the introduction of the flipped method.   
Null Hypothesis Four 
There is no significant predictive difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped 
classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of convenience in the Blended Learning Survey (BLS), 
for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured by 
end-of-course grades. 
A bivariate regression was completed to analyze the relationship between students’ end-
of-course grades and their perception of the flipped classroom based on the sub-scale of 
convenience.  There was not a significant relationship between the variables and the researcher 
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failed to reject the null hypothesis.  These results suggest that the convenience of the flipped 
classroom does not have an impact on end-of-course grades.  These results were not surprising, 
as the survey questions did not directly apply to the college studied.  The questions involved 
decreasing the number of face-to-face classes and replacing them with online components.  
These questions were asked to determine if the students would benefit from less face-to-face 
class time.  Students attending college today are more technological savvy and traditional 
teaching methods cannot compete with the learning students are receiving daily though the 
internet (Means, Toyama, Murphy, & Baki, 2013).  Creating a more flexible learning 
environment may better meet the needs of future students.  The flipped classroom is a way to 
meet these changing needs by incorporating technology into the lesson to help explain core 
concepts, which might benefit from the use of digital media (Della Ratta, 2015). 
Null Hypothesis Five 
There is no significant predictive difference in students’ perceptions of a flipped 
classroom, as measured by the sub-scale of overall perception in the Blended Learning Survey 
(BLS), for an introductory speech communication course based on course outcomes, as measured 
by end-of-course grades. 
A bivariate regression was completed to analyze the relationship between students’ end-
of-course grades and their perception of the flipped classroom based on sub-scales of overall 
perception of the flipped classroom.  There was not a significant relationship between the 
variables and the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis.  These results suggest that 
students’ overall perception of the flipped classroom does not have an impact on end-of-course 
grades.  These results agree with studies such as Hamdan, McKnight, McKnight, and Arfstorm, 
(2014), O’Flaherty and Phillips (2015), and Strayer (2012) who believed that this type of 
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teaching method is best saved for core courses and not general education courses.  They believe 
that students in general education courses may not have the skills needed to succeed in the 
flipped classroom, as it requires extra effort from the student.  Customarily, students in general 
education courses are looking to fulfill a requirement to graduate and may have no desire to take 
the course, so their level of interest in the subject is minimal.  Due to this lack of interest, 
students may become frustrated and dissatisfied with the flipped method (Strayer, 2012).  
Likewise, students enrolled in general education courses may not be motivated enough to put 
forth the extra time needed to complete the flipped homework because of the lack of connection 
to the material (Missildine, Fountain, Summers, & Gosselin, 2013).   Other researchers suggested 
that students who are enrolled in general education courses may not have developed the self-
directed learning strategies that are needed to be successful in the flipped classroom (Blissitt, 
2016).  Future research should be considered for courses that are not general education 
requirements.   
Implications 
Although the results were not significant, the present study adds valuable research about 
the flipped classroom in higher education.  Firstly, previous research had shown mixed results 
regarding high and low achievers’ perception of the flipped classroom.  Nouri (2016) discovered 
that low-achieving students had higher perceptions of the flipped classroom than high achievers, 
while Owston et al. (2013) uncovered the opposite to be true, high achievers had more positive 
perceptions than low achievers.  To the contrary, Missildine, Fountain, Summers, and Gosselin 
(2013) and Van Sickle (2016) revealed that students had an overall low perception of the course 
but still had improved grades when compared to a traditional class.  Even with these mixed 
results, students can nonetheless benefit from the flipped classroom (McNally et al., 2017).  In 
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the present study, students had an overall positive view of the flipped classroom.  These findings 
complement a study done by Camiel et al. (2016) in which researchers suggested that a positive 
perception of the flipped classroom improves students’ overall performance in the class, however 
those with a negative perception do not perform any worse than those that preferred the method.  
This suggests that the flipped method has a positive influence on the class even if some students 
prefer the traditional method.  
Secondly, the present study added to the current body of research about using the flipped 
method in a general education course, as the prior research had shown mixed reviews.  Some 
scholars believed that students enrolled in general education courses may not have the self-
discipline and interest in the subject to be able to put forth the effort required to participate in a 
flipped classroom (Hamdan et al., 2014; Strayer, 2012).  However, other studies have shown 
success with such courses (Davies, Dean, & Ball, 2013; Jenkin, 2016).  The current results do 
not show any negative effect of the flipped classroom on a general education course.  The results 
do indicate that the students in this general education course enjoyed the method, which is reason 
enough to continue teaching the flipped method.  Students in these types of classes tend to lack 
motivation to complete the course because it is not a subject they are necessarily interested in 
(Missildine et al., 2013) so the positive perceptions revealed in this study could encourage 
students to persist in this course. 
Thirdly, previous experience with the flipped classroom may have an impact on course 
outcomes.  The flipped method has become popular in recent years in high school education 
(Bergmann & Sams, 2012).  Students who have become accustomed to such learning may have a 
different experience than those students who have never been exposed.  Sinouvassane and Nalini 
(2016) found that first-year students easily adapted to the flipped method while third-year 
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students found it more difficult.  The third-year students were reluctant to change their familiar 
learning techniques.  This could suggest that students who have more exposure to the method 
could possibly better adapt to this teaching method.  Further research should be completed on 
those students who have had previous experience with the flipped method. 
Finally, improving student perception of a course has been shown to improve student 
outcomes (Beatty & Albert, 2016; Camiel et al., 2016; Struyven, Dochy, & Janssens, 2005).  
Although the current study did not find such a correlation, the students in the study enjoyed a 
general education course where many tend to have a low perception of such courses (Hamdan et 
al., 2014).  The overall positive perception of the course could have improved internal 
motivation of the students and encouraged them to succeed in the course, supporting Knowles’ 
(1973) adult learning theory.  Some of the students mentioned in their survey comments that this 
was one of their favorite courses.  It is possible that the flipped method improved their opinion of 
the course and encouraged them to participate where they may not have otherwise.  The students 
in the course did well in the course overall; there were very few withdrawals and failing grades.  
Limitations 
 The current study had limitations that could have affected the data.  The first limitation 
was with the BLS.  During the survey, students were in a room with other students and may have 
felt that others could see their answers.  In addition, when answering survey questions, 
participants may feel the need to put what they think is the “correct” answer as opposed to 
writing their true feelings (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007).  Students took the survey in their 
classroom at the beginning of class so the classroom environment may have also skewed their 
answers.  Some students felt rushed when others in the class finished early. Although students 
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were told the teacher would not have access to the survey or know who participated, some 
students may have been cautious when answering for fear of not being anonymous.   
 A final limitation is the inability to generalize the findings.  The sample was taken out of 
convenience, limiting the generalizability of the data (Warner, 2013).  Because the current 
research only studied five sections of one general education course taught by a single professor, 
generalizability can only be made to populations that are similar in demographic and only for 
general education speech courses.  The sample size was considerably small.  It is possible that a 
larger sample could have received statistically significant results.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
 Future research is needed to determine if the flipped method should be applied to general 
education courses.  The researcher suggests the following considerations:  
1. Collect data from fully flipped general education courses. 
2. Collect a larger sample size from various general education courses. 
3. Examine the impact of technology on education through the flipped classroom, as 
there is potential to easily incorporate technology into classrooms through this 
method. 
4. To better generalize the findings, study control groups using the traditional 
classroom.  
5. Collect data from more than one type of general education course.  
6. Collect data from students who were previously exposed to the flipped method. 
7. Collect data from a variety of professors teaching the flipped method in general 
education speech courses. 
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